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Local authorities in the UK can be characterised by budget cuts, structural change 
and uncertainty for many employees. This has come as a response to the 2008 
economic collapse and as a result of changes in UK government policy that have 
prompted unprecedented funding cuts to local government organisations. In light 
of economic pressures, significant organisational changes have been documented, 
particularly where this is characterised by cost savings in all areas, restructuring, 
redeployment, cuts to services and downsizing. An essential element for 
organisational vitality in times of change is having a resilient workforce. 
Working under these new work conditions has resulted in employees having 
higher levels of job autonomy, performing team working by projects, being 
managed by objectives, and often facing intensification of work. Therefore the 
impact of these changes on employee resilience needs to be examined.  To date 
the research around the concept of resilience in the work context can be seen as 
partial. In particular, measures of resilience are more focused on capturing 
resilience as an individual characteristic, rather than something that can be 
enabled by the organisation. This thesis aimed to explore and develop a measure 
that considered the influence of work related factors on employee resilience. 
A case study of a Local authority in the United Kingdom (UK) was used as the 
target population due to the amount external and internal perturbations 
government were facing. A mixed methods approach was adopted; initial 
exploratory work used qualitative and quantitative methods to capture employee 
perspectives on work related factors that facilitate employee resilience. The 
exploratory work inspired three further investigations. Firstly, the development of 
an initial organisational climate measure of situational influences on employee 
resilience that was found to have adequate measurement properties and revealed 
that employee resilience is significantly associated with work identity, supportive 
management, team cohesion and quality of communication. Secondly, a study of 
paired comparisons to derive a ranking for the relative salience employees assign 






team support and collaboration, meaningful work and supportive management. 
Finally, study five presented an opportunity to examine change and how they 
relate to employee resilience in real time.  Specifically, the implications for the 
introduction of more flexible work practices (flexible timing and place of work) 
to employee resilience were explored. Increased levels of autonomy over when 
and where to work were seen as an enabling factor for employee resilience.  
Comparatively, breakdown of social and professional network, blurring of work 
life boundaries, and loss of health management were indentified as eroding 
factors for employee resilience.  
Although future research is required, the present study shows preliminary support 
for developing a psychometric tool that measures work related influences on 
employee resilience. The scope of such a measure resides in enabling employers 
to benchmark their performance, highlight agendas for change and monitor 
intervention impact. Additionally, understanding variables that have the potential 
to challenge and erode employee resilience is important from the perspective of 
maintaining employee well-being and, by implication, the resilience of the 









Chapter 1 Introduction 
1.0 Introduction  
A high proportion of contemporary employment can be characterised as 
constantly changing, uncertain and market driven (Naswall et al., 2015; Allvin et 
al., 2011). Operating within the current economic climate, organisations now 
more than ever are focused on meeting client needs and sustainability in terms of 
the delivery of products and services. Additionally in light of economic pressures, 
significant organisational changes have been documented, particularly where this 
is characterised by restructuring, redeployment and downsizing. In order to 
respond to these changes and uncertainties organisations need to become 
resilient; they need manage change successfully and thrive in the current climate 
if they are to survive.  
There is little consensus regarding what resilience is in the workplace especially 
with regards to how organisations might achieve greater resilience in the context 
of organisational change (Stephenson, 2010). Recent research has suggested 
employees play a vital role in organisational resilience (Shin et al., 2012; 
Lengnick-Hall et al., 2011). Specifically, research has proposed that individuals 
who are more resilient are better equipped to cope with change which ultimately 
leads to enhanced work performance (Cooke et al., 2016; Hodliffe, 2014).  
Reflecting this premise, the majority of literature on resilience in the workplace is 
focused on conceptualising resilience as a personal resource or trait that an 
employee does or does not have.  Moving away from a trait perspective several 
studies no longer view resilience as a static state and argue that resilience can be 
developed (McAllister & McKinnon, 2009; Jackson et al., 2007). Based on the 
notion that resilience can be cultivated there has been an increase in workplace 
interventions aimed at enhancing employee resilience. Yet, the vast majority of 
these intervention focus on the individual as a unit for change (Tugade & 






attempting to change employees, rather than systems of work, is not only partial 
but, is said to run the risk of creating a climate of blame orientated around 
workers' inability to ‘cope’ with what may be a challenging work environment 
(Maddi, 2002; Johnson & Down, 2012).  
To date, research around the concept of resilience at work can be seen as partial. 
In particular, measures of resilience are more focused on capturing resilience as 
an individual characteristic, rather than something that can be enabled by the 
organisation. If resilience is something that can be developed then there is a need 
for an employee model of resilience that focuses on work related/ organisational 
factors that can enable or equip employees to be able to better cope with change.  
1.0.1 Aim 
This study aimed to contribute to the limited evidence on how organisations can 
support and facilitate employee resilience. Essentially this thesis aimed to answer 
the question:  What are the headline variables that challenge or support employee 
resilience at times of profound organisational change, how do they manifest and 
what is the scope for their mitigation?  
1.0.2 Objectives 
1. To explore and characterise employee perspectives on resilience and 
implications for their well-being at times of significant organisational 
change.  
2. To explore the scope for developing a model of headline barriers and 
enablers of employee resilience. 
3. To explore the scope for developing a workplace climate measure of 
headline work-organisation elements that impact on employee resilience.    
4. To determine employee perspectives on the relative salience of enabling 
or eroding organisational factors to resilience and the degree of 






5. To explore if the same enabling or eroding organisational factors to 
resilience operate in new ways of working (e.g. hot-desking, 
homeworking). 
These objectives are investigated in five separate studies utilising data from one 
organisational sample.  
1.1 Context of study/change  
The research on which this thesis is based was conducted within a large (~8,000 
employees) Local Authority (LA) in the UK.   In common with all UK LA’s , 
large scale cuts in central government funding, since 2010  have brought about 
the need for  significant change, specifically downsizing and restructuring, with 
the same period witnessing devolvement of new responsibilities from central 
government. As a result Authorities have been faced both internal and external 
scrutiny with regards to service provision, and challenging performance 
objectives. From 2010 spending by local authorities has been reduced by 37 per 
cent, and is scheduled to fall much further (Crewe, 2016). For many local 
authorities a loss of more than 60 per cent of their income by 2020 is predicted. 
Local Authorities have statutory duties such as social housing, accommodation 
for the homeless, elderly and disabled people, youth services, and social care for 
children. Each one of these services has been overstretched since the start of 
2010. For example, between 2010 and 2015, £4.6 billion was cut from adult 
social care budgets in England (Crewe, 2016). This service experienced work 
intensification, pay was poor and training for staff was limited (37 per cent of 
care staff had no accredited qualifications). Local Authorities are being asked to 
adapt to new working ways; this is characterised by a loss of a large number of 
administrative jobs, sharing services with neighbouring authorities, reorganising 







As described above the contemporary organisational context within the LA can 
be characterised by budget cuts, structural change and uncertainty for many 
employees. Specifically, the case study Local authority was looking to reduce its 
work force by about 60-70 percent. External consultants were engaged with the 
purpose of making services more efficient resulting in the complete loss of 
certain departments. Additionally, to meet the imposed budget cuts the LA was 
obligated to close all but 6 work sites/buildings out of 24 main work sites (in 
progress at the time the research was undertaken). This demanded a flexible 
workforce that was required to work in an agile manner, notable features being a 
rise in rates of home working, the introduction of hot desking across sites 
extending to the need for employees to effectively work from any location they 
could operate a laptop computer.  Working under these new work conditions has 
resulted in employees having higher levels of job autonomy, performing team 
work by projects, being managed by objectives, and often facing intensification 
of work. This in turn has resulted for the need of changes in management styles. 
Styles involving close supervision and disciplining (micromanagement) have 
been substituted by the need for employees to be intrinsically motivated, which 
has called for the increase in positive feedback to support employees through 
these work changes.  
The call for change and further budget cuts came at a time when the LA was 
already experiencing budget cuts, understaffing, and increased demand for 
services alongside the scarcity in resources for service provision. The LA 
experienced £28m reductions in 2011/12 budgets and £27m in 2012/13. An 
additional budget cut of £35m was set for the 2013/14 budget. Forecasts indicated 
that by 2016/17 the LA needed to address a funding deficit of £100m, compared 
to the level of spending in 2012/13. It is these issues that rendered the case study 
LA a valuable context in which to examine the impact of organisational change 
on employee resilience. Resilience holds a significant place for Local Authorities 






well as the nature of the work itself alongside the concern over the security of 
their employment.  
1.2 Approach to research taken  
This project adopted a pragmatic approach of the worldview in a case study 
design line of inquiry using a mixed methods research methodology.  
1.2.1 Pragmatic Approach 
The thesis can be seen as adopting a pragmatic approach to real world research. 
Pragmatism has mostly commonly been applied to areas of research including 
environmental hazards, health care and information technology among others 
(Duram, 2010). Pragmatic studies are concerned with understanding and 
addressing problems that occur in the uncertain world (Dillon et al., 2000; 
Duram, 2010). They are often inductive, moving from a complex problem to a 
general theory of understanding in order to improve a given situation. The first 
step in the process of pragmatic research is identifying the real world problem. 
This is followed by research which seeks to gain insight into the given problem in 
order to better understand it and ultimately solve the problem. Finally the 
research inquiry is often used to improve the situation through initiatives, change 
policies other solutions relating to the given problem.  
A pragmatic study is not bounded by theoretical constraints; understanding 
complex, real-world problems is above philosophical arguments (Dillon et al., 
2000). Philosophical arguments are pushed aside as pragmatist scholars suggest 
that inquiry will not lead to certainty because, in theory, everything in the world 
is uncertain (Kaushik & Walsh, 2019). Meaning exists in human experiences and 
the environment in which it is constructed (Morgan, 2014). Since pragmatism 
does not seek out one reality/ truth it allows the researcher to select the best 
possible methods to theorise the unpredictable interactions between society and 






Furthermore, a pragmatic approach embraces human experience to understand 
what works best in given situations and forms the basis of decisions made in 
research (Duram, 2010; Kaushik & Walsh, 2019). Pragmatists inquiry to a 
problem entails the investigation of complex interrelated elements in order to 
better understand the entire situation (Duram, 2010; Ihuah & Eaton, 2013). 
Finally, there is no fixed progression in pragmatic research at any point new 
elements may be discovered to better define the problem (Duram, 2010).  
Specific to this thesis, a pragmatic approach viewed constant change in the 
workplace as the real world problem. Gaining insight into workplace factors that 
can help build or erode employee resilience at work can help result in changes in 
organisational policies or initiatives that will better support employee in an 
uncertain working world. Furthermore, when working in an applied setting 
tangible situations need to be considered as opposed to abstractions. Working 
with the LA the researcher always had to keep in mind what was feasible to 
research as opposed to theoretically what would ideally have been researched. 
This thesis embraced human experience, i.e. employee experiences, to form the 
basis of decisions made in research. Moreover, a pragmatic approach allowed for 
multiple elements (e.g., social, technological, and organisational factors) to be 
explored concurrently and interactively.  Finally, the emergent elements could 
change over the course of the research if new elements could better explain the 
problem under investigation.  
 
1.2.2 Case study  
A case study design was used to examine how employees experience change and 
what work related factors had the potential to enhance or erode their resilience 
within the LA. A case study is defined as the investigation of one single 
organisation using multiple methods in order to gain a deeper level of insight into 
the organisational context (Marshall, 1999). Case studies have particular value in 






1989; Yin, 2003). The aim of the case study analysis was to generate rich 
descriptions of context specific factors that enhance or erode employee resilience 
in the LA. Data was gathered on employee attitudes and perspectives on issues 
relating to the management of change, network of support, job design change, 
technological change, involvement in change process and the relationship 
between working and family lives.  
1.2.3 Mixed methods  
This thesis aimed to develop an analysis of  an array of work related factors that 
influenced employee resilience. In line with the pragmatic nature of this project 
both qualitative and quantitative methods were employed as complementary 
methods for investigating the complexity of employee experiences within the 
workplace.  
Kelle (2008) argues that the ongoing ‘paradigm wars’ between qualitative and 
quantitative research are entrenched within the field of humanities and social 
science.  Often research justifies the selection of one method over the other by 
emphasising the problems of the opposite tradition. A recent trend in the field of 
psychology has been to adopt a mixed methods approach since the combination 
of both qualitative and quantitative methods will compensate for the opposing 
methods weaknesses (Kelle, 2008; Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004).  However, 
research that utilises mixed methods often does not provide a clear rationale for 
the choice of methods (Bryman, 2005). Researchers frequently combine 
quantitative and qualitative methods without the choice of ‘mixed methods’ being 
driven by substantive research questions.  As the research paradigm was 
pragmatic the most often associated methodology for a holistic analysis of the 
research problem is a mixed approach (Creswell & Clark, 2011; Johnson & 
Onwuegbuzie, 2004) 
In relation to this study the selection of mixed methods went beyond merely 






qualitative and quantitative modes of enquiry. A mixed method approach was 
selected as the focus of the research and research questions proposed mixed 
methodology would work best for the particular research problem.   
 Qualitative methods were selected to gain insight into the organisational context 
of the chosen LA local knowledge of the field in order to develop hypotheses and 
explore issues without necessarily having a priori assumptions in place (bottom 
up approach). It was very important to the researcher to explore employee 
experiences of change and adversity in the workplace in the first instance. 
Characterising certain situations as adverse for employees based on prior 
literature may lead to misinterpretations by the researcher (King, 2016).  For 
example, if one employee does not perceive job insecurity to be stressful but 
another employee does and they both achieve positive work outcomes only one 
should be considered to have overcome adversity. Therefore it was important to 
the researcher to maintain an employee-centric approach to the study of employee 
resilience; this was done for the first and last study using qualitative interviews.  
On the other hand, quantitative methods can give an overview about the domain 
under study and can describe its heterogeneity/homogeneity across the 
organisation. Specifically, a quantitative approach was used to help corroborate 
findings from the qualitative study and see if individual employee experiences as 
described above can generalise or can be quantified to a larger sample of 
employees. Using both methods of enquiry allowed for mutual 
validation/triangulation of data and findings as well as for the production of a 
more coherent and complete picture of the investigated domain as qualitative data 
helped inform statistical findings. 
1.3 Thesis structure 
1.3.1 Theoretical work  
The part of this thesis presents a review of the literature which provides the 






behind the research topic of employee resilience. Chapter 2 reviews the current 
literature of personal resilience, organisational resilience and employee resilience 
highlighting the gaps in research that this thesis hopes to address. The aim of this 
section is to provide a foundation of what this thesis is attempting to accomplish, 
and the reasons why this research is being undertaken. 
1.3.2 Exploratory work 
This section of the thesis describes two different approaches to explore work 
related factors that influence employee resilience. Chapter 3 describes the 
adopted methodology for both qualitative studies. Chapter 4 discusses a 
qualitative investigation using interviews to explore how employees experience 
organisational change and possible organisational resources that could aid in 
developing employee resilience. Chapter 5 describes a quantitative approach to 
generate survey items based on quotes and themes from chapter 4 and the pilot 
study which was used as a pre-test for the development of survey items. The two 
chapters are complimentary; exploring and triangulating influences of employee 
resilience. Finally chapter 8 explores if they same factors identified in studies 1, 
2, 3 and 4 still operate in new ways of working (NWoW) or if new features 
emerge. 
1.3.3 Investigative work  
Having used the foundation qualitative activity to gain a more detail contextually 
sensitive insight into relevant issues and phenomena results from the exploratory 
work, Chapter 6 details an attempt to replicate the Exploratory Factor Analysis 
(EFA) using a different sample. This chapter presents the analysis and results for 
testing model fit using Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) of the initial factors 
and items identified. Following this the potential to develop the identified 
constructs into a quantifiable employee resilience organisational climate measure 






aimed to determine employee perspectives regard to the relative salience 
(importance) of challenges to their resilience.  
1.3.4 Results and conclusions  
The final section integrates results from the mix of methodologies and defined 
research objectives. Chapter 9 summarises the research findings, conclusions, 
referenced to the research question, specifically the implications for employees 
and employers, culminating in a discussion of the limitations of the research, and 




















Chapter 2 Literature review 
This section begins with an overview of the approach taken to the literature 
search and brief definitions of key terms referenced throughout this thesis. The 
literature is then introduced by considering organisational change and the need 
for resilience at work. In the next part of the review resilience at the individual 
level and organisational level of analysis is examined.  Next the need to consider 
a new perspective of workplace resilience is considered; in doing so a complex 
systems framework is reviewed as a way of conceptualising the workplace. 
Furthermore, as part of the discussion, a number of occupational stress and 
resilience models are reviewed. Finally, antecedents and outcomes of resilience 
in the workplace are reviewed.  
 
2.0 Introduction 
As discussed in chapter one, this research set out to explore the impact of 
organisational change and restructuring arising from financial austerity on 
employee resilience.  The thesis reports on a case study of employee 
experiences within a large UK local authority, faced with managing 
unprecedented central government imposed budgetary cuts 2010-2015. The 
central focus is on employees shared experience, specifically impacts arising 
from changes to working arrangements, against a background climate of on-
going flux with respect to structural change and associated uncertainty. Given 
the contextual drivers behind the upheaval, the dominant perspective within the 
case study organisation’s human resources function (post-2010) was to view 
changes in the workplace as challenges to staff resilience; and, by implication, 
threats to organisational resilience in the sense of capacity to deliver public 
services.  
 
The concept employee resilience emerged and became ascendant within the 
human resources lexicon over the last two decades (Williams et al., 2017). The 






specifically, the premise that resolution of challenges to employee well-being 
lies in finding ways to equip/ support employees with the skills and capacity to 
make them more resilient to managing challenges they may encounter in the 
course of their work.  This contrasts with human factors/ systems perspectives, 
which essentially hold that employee resilience can be degraded or enhanced 
though attention to the design and configuration of work. The central 
distinction between the two on employee resilience relates to their respective 
theories of influence /change – within the individual or within the context in 
which individuals operate.  The point at issue is not to determine which of the 
two has it right, rather to highlight that there is a need to consider the respective 
contribution of both individual and situational insights into influences on 
employee well-being and resilience, in particular their relevance and how they 
operate within the case study organisation. 
 
Therefore, the literature review was based on a pragmatic perspective of the 
given problem as opposed to being theoretically driven. Initially the researcher 
focused the review on resilience in the workplace to understand what research 
has been conducted thus far as well as identify gaps within the literature. It 
became apparent that there was literature on resilience at the individual level 
(personality factors) and the organisational level but what was less evident in 
the literature was research on antecedents to resilience in the workplace. Specifically, 
how resilience can be facilitated by different work related contexts.  
 
2.0.1 Literature search and terms used  
 
The literature search was conducted across a number of computerised databases. 
Initially, a keyword search in Scopus, Google scholar and ResearchGate was 
undertaken to identify articles with resilience in the workplace or derived terms 
(e.g. employee resilience OR workforce resilience). More focused searches using 
key terms were carried out in PsycINFO, PubMed and American Psychological 






systematic reviews on work related stressors. Moreover, a number of 
Occupational Health Psychology (OHP) Journals were specifically targeted as 
resources as they pertained directly to the subject matter under investigation (see 
appendix A for full list of OHP journals searched).  
 
Broad search terms relating to the core areas of the literature review included 
‘resilience’, ‘personal resilience’, ‘resilience in the workplace ’, ‘employee 
resilience’, ‘Resilience in organisations’, ‘workforce resilience’ ‘organisational 
resilience’, ‘change management’ and ‘crisis management’. Literature relating to 
individual level resilience (trait like elements) within the workplace was evident 
and the terms used were consistent among papers. For example, key words such 
as individual resilience, personal resilience, hardiness and psychological capital 
were all used to search individual level resilience at work. However, consensus 
on how to conceptualise resilience in the workplace over and above personality 
traits was limited in the literature.  
 
To ensure that the body of research to be included in the review was sufficiently 
broad, deep and rigorous, alternative research topics that were relevant to 
resilience in the workplace were also examined. Drawing on experience from 
other fields/topics also allowed for the cross pollination of ideas. For example, 
themes of health promotion, healthy work practices, workplace adversity, work 
related stressors, wellbeing outcomes, positive performance outcomes such as job 
satisfaction, work engagement, positive organisational behaviour, positive 
adaption or the absence of problems like burnout and stress were all examined as 
alternatives to resilience at work. Moreover, organisational resilience included 
literature searches from change management, high-performance work systems, 
organisational ambidexterity, crisis management, resilience engineering, high 
reliability organisations, organisational management and performance, 
organisational culture and business continuity. Conducting literature searches 






confident in making claims of limited research on work related factors that 
contribute to employee resilience.  
Terms of individual resilience, organisational, employee and workplace resilience 
are all used throughout this thesis. Table 1 provides a definition for the different 
levels of analysis referred to under a resilience framework.  
Table 1. Conceptions of resilience across different levels of analysis 
Key Terms Definition  Level of analysis 
Individual OR 
Personal 
A trait based 
conceptualisations of 
resilience- hardy and 
resilient individuals who 
are better able to deal 
with organisational 
change than other less 
resilient individuals 




poses certain personality 
traits (optimism, self-
efficacy, hope) will be 
more committed to change 
and have better health and 
wellbeing. 
  
Organisational  “a function of an 
organization’s overall 
situation awareness, 
management of keystone 
vulnerabilities, and 
adaptive capacity in a 
complex, dynamic, and 
interconnected 
environment” 
(McManus et al., 2008).  
 
Organisational- involves 
managing and overcoming 
hardship or crisis. Being 
able to operate in 
uncertain times in order to 
fulfil organisational 
objectives (Seville et al., 
2006). There remains a 
preservation of workflow, 
service provision, and the 
focus is on maintaining 
competitiveness in the 




(aggregated level of 
employee resilience)  
“employee capability, 
facilitated and 
supported by the 
organisation, to utilize 
resources to 
continually adapt and 
flourish at work, even 
if/when faced with 
Both individual and the 
work context- the 
environment in the 
workplace is deemed as a 
vital resource to contribute 










(Naswall et al., 2015) 
situations. On the other 
hand, there is also the 
need for individual 
employees to draw from 
such resources in times of 
need.  
 
2.1 Organisational change  
As discussed in Chapter 1, contemporary work is constantly changing due to 
turbulent economic conditions, market demands, increased competition and 
advances in technology (Cameron & Green, 2012; Allvin et al., 2011).  In order 
to survive in the current market organisations are required to conduct large scale 
changes such as downsizing, reconfiguring service provisions and remaining as 
flexible as ever before (Lengnick- Hall & Beck, 2011) . 
In response to the rapidly changing market and associated upheavals 
organisations have to introduce change initiatives that maximise organisational 
performance and success. Often these initiatives are multifaceted and overlap in 
terms of their roll out placing additional pressure on employees to adapt to the 
organisational change (O’Herlihy, 2016; Van den Heuvel et al., 2013).   
Organisational change can occur in a variety of contexts which gives rise to 
numerous types of changes; this can include restructuring, technological 
advances, culture change and outsourcing (Maddi & Khoshaba, 2005). There is 
an abundance of literature related to specific topics of change leading to a myriad 
of definitions of organisational change. Some scholars define organisational 
change in relation to changes in ‘work routines and strategies’ that impact on the 
whole organisation (Herold & Fedor, 2008) whilst others portray it as a vision or 
goal of where the organisation ought to be compared to where it is now 
(Rothwell, Sullivan & McLean, 1995).  Both such perspectives of organisational 






change (Oreg et al., 2011).  However, there seems to be a lack of consideration 
for the role employees’ play in the change process. 
Organisational change is often accompanied by negative outcomes for 
employees, such as uncertainty, stress, conflict and insecurity (Herscovitch & 
Meyer, 2002; Schweiger & DeNisi, 1991; Ashford, 1988). Traditionally, the 
study of the impact of organisational change on employees has tended to be 
focused on work related stress, job (dis)satisfaction and, to a lesser degree, 
quality of working life. Work related stress can be defined as aspects of the 
design and organisation of work as well as social structures at work that have the 
potential to influence psychological and physical wellbeing and health 
(Martikainen et al. 2002; Cox & Griffiths, 2005). Work stress is not only a 
significant cause of employee illness and sickness absence but has been found to 
increase staff turnover rates, diminish organisational commitment, and contribute 
to errors at work (Griffith et al, 2000). Work related stress represents a significant 
cost to employers and to employees and their families, as well to the wider social 
context (Shoaf et al., 2004; Black, 2008). Therefore, it is vital to understand the 
antecedents of work-related stress in order to both manage it and to prevent future 
challenges.  
In the context of organisational change, employees have to adhere to new work 
conditions compared to established ways of working, they may be required to 
deal with changes in structures, job design, roles/responsibilities, workload, new 
socio-technical systems, changes to team structures and more, as well as  being 
exposed to extensive periods of uncertainty. This can have a detrimental impact 
on employee stability creating stress and negative well-being impacts (Terry & 
Jimmieson, 2003; Kivimaki et al., 2003; Blau, 2003; Armenakis & Bedeian, 
1999). Furthermore, organisational change has been found to negatively impact 
on wellbeing by disrupting workplace relationships (Shin et al., 2012) and 






increase in the likelihood of long term sickness absence by negatively impacting 
on perceived control and job demands (Head et al., 2006). 
As mentioned above, literature examining organisational change and the well-
established link between organisational change and negative consequences for 
employees tends to view employees as passive and fails to take into account the 
active and potentially mediating role employee play in the change process (Van 
den Heuvel et al., 2010; Elias, 2009). Arguably research on employee reactions to 
change has been neglected due to the subjective nature of employee experiences 
and perceptions of the change process (Judge et al., 1999; Hodliffe, 2014).  While 
limited, research has highlighted the importance of adaptive employees to 
maintain performance in the face of constant changing work environments 
(Piderit, 2000; Weiner, 2009); therefore organisations and researchers need to 
understand and work with employee responses/reactions to change (Van Dam, 
Oreg, & Schyns, 2008; Oreg et al., 2011).  
Recent research has drawn attention to the vital contributions employees make 
during the process of organisational change. Essentially, without employees 
getting on board with the proposed change the organisation is unlikely to be 
successful in achieving the desired change (Bernerth, 2004; Shin et al., 2012; 
Robertson et al., 2015).  Employee readiness or resistance to change therefore has 
the potential to be a key determinant of organisational success (Piderit, 2000; 
Woodman & Dewett, 2004).  As, Moran and Brightman (2001) suggested there is 
a need to define organisational change on both a macro organisational level and a 
micro individual level. They define organisational change as “the process of 
continually renewing an organization’s direction, structure, and capabilities to 
serve the ever-changing needs of external and internal customers” (Moran & 
Brightman, 2001; p. 111). This view of organisational change includes employees 
as key stakeholders and considers aspects that shapes the way employees behave 







2.2 Cue resilience 
As aforementioned, there is a lack of research that has examined employee 
reactions to organisational change (Elias, 2009). Nevertheless, the necessary 
contribution of employees for the success of organisational change has been 
established (Piderit, 2000; Weiner, 2009; Shin et al., 2012). A new research 
stream that has attempted to investigate employee reactions that can influence the 
success, or indeed, failure, of organisational change initiatives is the area of 
resilience. The majority of literature thus far has examined resilience in relation 
to organisational change in two domains: (I) Individual resilience; characteristics 
that enables employees to cope with and handle changes in the workplace (Rossi, 
Meurs, & Perrewé, 2013) (II) Organisation resilience; an organisation’s ability to 
adapt and thrive when faced with constant change and perturbation (DuBrin, 
2013).  
A resilience approach has been adopted to counter balance the dominant medical 
model in the field of occupational health psychology (OHP). Traditionally, the 
focus within OHP has been on identifying risk factors and aspects of work that 
contribute to occupational stress (Kelloway & Day, 2005; Russ et al., 2008; 
Bauer & Jenny, 2012). Black (2008) in her review ‘Working for a healthier 
tomorrow’ makes a strong case for the positive consequences and benefits 
associated with remaining in employment. Work has been identified as beneficial 
for physical and mental health and well-being (Waddell & Burton, 2006; 
Sainsbury Centre for Mental Health, 2007). Additionally, the emergence of the 
positive psychology movement highlighted the exhaustive focus on 
psychopathology in contemporary psychology (Seligman, 1999). As a result OHP 
has slowly progressed towards a more positive conceptualisation of occupational 
health; one that proposes the need to move away from only identifying risks and 
to move towards focusing on resources that support well-being (Bauer & Jenny, 
2012; Fullagar & Kelloway, 2012). The scope for health management is broader 






psychopathology-based approaches focus on supporting the minority of ‘non 
coping’ individuals at work rather than examining aspects of the workplace that 
may be affecting all employees (Russ et al., 2008).  
A resilience model emphasises the importance of both risk and protective factors 
for the development of positive or negative health outcomes (Wright, 2003; Hart 
& Cooper, 2001; Antonovsky, 1996). The concept of resilience has great 
potential for complimenting traditional occupational and organisational health 
research by offering a positive approach in understanding wellbeing and health 
(Bauer & Jenny, 2007). Particularly at a time where the turbulent nature of work 
is prominent, a resilience approach that highlights the importance of providing 
the necessary support for staff to do their job and remain healthy in work has 
strong appeal. 
2.2.1 Background literature on Resilience 
Early conceptualisations of resilience within psychology were primarily rooted in 
the child development literature. A central theme related to identifying why 
certain children exposed to adversity thrive whilst others go onto develop mental 
illness (Garmezy et al., 1984; Masten & Garmezy, 1985). Researchers concluded 
that despite high risk circumstances some children possess an inherent strength to 
adapt and thrive in times of adversity, i.e. an individual difference explanation 
(Anthony, 1974; Garmezy, 1981; Rutter, 1979).  
As research into resilience developed the idea that some individuals are 
inherently more able to cope with adversity was accepted as the norm and 
research shifted away from identifying such individuals and moved towards 
understanding attributes of resilience. Findings from such research have 
identified personality characteristics such as easy temperament, self-efficacy, 
self-esteem and self-mastery as common innate resilient qualities (Rutter, 1979; 
Masten & Garmezy, 1985; Bernard, 1997). Traditional proponents of resilience 






2000; Connor & Davidson, 2003; Masten & Obradovic, 2006; Luthans et al., 
2006). Moreover, trait based perspectives have remained popular within 
psychology; there continues to be an emphasis on dispositional resilience in many 
resilience studies (Block & Kremen, 1996; Fredrickson et al., 2009; Ong, 
Bergeman, Bisconti, & Wallace, 2006; Connor & Davidson, 2003; Tugade & 
Fredrickson, 2004). Additional personality qualities such as optimism (Masten & 
Reed, 2002; Peterson, 2000) and self-determination (Schwartz, 2000) have been 
added to the list of resilient personality traits. 
As the inquiry into resilience continued research extended to other populations, 
such as adults, and looked at various at risk environments/ adversity contexts. 
This wave of resilience research identified a range of contextual factors 
associated with resilience. Critics of the trait perspective argue that an individual 
can only demonstrate resilient qualities when faced with adversity, indicating that 
resilience cannot be solely an innate trait (Rutter, 2006; Tonkin et al 2018). As a 
consequence, research has identified contextual protective factors salient to 
resilience. External factors such as family, culture and community have been 
recognised to ameliorate the effects of adversity (Werner & Smith, 1982; 
Bonanno & Mancini, 2008; Cicchetti, 2010). Protective factors provide the 
individual with resources which they can utilise to cope in times of adversity 
making them less vulnerable and more resilient (Shin et al., 2012). Furthermore, 
the presence of useful resources, e.g. social support, enhances an individual’s 
belief that they are equipped to adapt and cope with adversities and changes 
(Benight & Bandura, 2004), and therefore reduces any negative emotions 
associated with these challenges (Shin et al., 2012). This perspective is known as 
ecological perspective of resilience. Proponents suggest that it is important to 
examine an individual’s social and physical environment to identify factors that 
can enable positive adaption to adversity (Schoon, 2006; Fletcher & Sarkar, 
2013). Thus, resilience is a combination of assets and resources within the 






in the face of adversity. This definition acknowledges psychological mechanisms 
and contextual factors that contribute to resilience. 
Beyond the debate of trait or ecological resilience, competing perspectives exists 
in relation to the different mechanisms that underlie resilient functioning. 
Resilience has been defined as stable, reactive, or transformative (Maguire & 
Cartwright, 2008). The stability perspective aligns itself with a trait based 
approach; it is an ability possessed an individual. Resilience is viewed as static; 
an individual simply returns back to their original state following a traumatic 
event, through the absorption of the disturbance (Maguire & Cartwright, 2008). A 
stable state of equilibrium is achieved where physical and mental health is 
preserved avoiding periods of regressive behaviour despite adversity (Bonanno, 
2004). Resilience is perceived as an outcome of successful adaptation; 
maintaining wellbeing or performance in times of adversity (Zatura, Hall & 
Murray, 2010).  
The reactive recovery perspective identifies the rate of return back to equilibrium 
as the means of measuring resilience. Following an adverse situation an 
individual experiences a period of regression before ‘bouncing back’. This period 
of regressive behaviour is arguably a normal reaction to adversity; resilience is 
conceptualised as the capacity of the individual to acknowledge the stressor and 
take the time to access resources and rebound to equilibrium (Youssef & Luthans, 
2007). The reactive recovery perspective is preferable to the stability perspective 
as it does not simply view resilience as maintaining wellbeing or equilibrium; it 
acknowledges a period of regression when dealing with challenging and 
unexpected disturbances (Hodliffe, 2014). However, reactive recovery does not 
account for any learning that may occur as a consequence of dealing with 
adversity. 
Moving beyond dispositional views of resilience contemporary literature has 
shifted towards a process view of resilience. Resilience is no longer viewed as a 






maintain equilibrium between vulnerability when exposed to adversity and 
resilience (Giordano, 1997; Coleman & Ganong, 2002). Conceptualising 
resilience as a process suggests that resilience can be learnt and developed 
(McAllister & McKinnon, 2009; Jackson et al., 2007). This developmental 
perspective highlights that during a disruptive event an individual can 
demonstrate positive growth and surpass the point of equilibrium (Lengnick-Hall 
et al., 2011; Youssef & Luthans, 2007; Richardson, 2000). When faced with 
constant change if an individual adapts successfully it will enable them to exceed 
their previous level of coping.   
Based on the different conceptualisations of resilience that exist in the literature 
when defining and measuring resilience a researcher needs to consider the 
distinction between the capacity for resilience or demonstrating resilience. 
Typically studies focus on the demonstration of resilience where individuals 
show signs of adaptation following adversity (outcome based). On the other hand, 
capacity for resilience refers to resource factors such as familial and community 
factors associated with the likelihood a person can cope with adversity (Bonanno, 
2004; Masten, 2001). The current study aligned itself with the developmental 
perspective of resilience characterised by the capacity and potential for 
adaptation and growth.  
2.2.2 Organisational Level Resilience 
Often research on resilience in the workplace has focused on resilience from an 
organisational rather than employee perspective. Below an overview of 
organisational level resilience literature is provided. Organisational resilience 
literature is pertinent to the overall literature review as elements, frameworks and 
concepts from organisational resilience are considered with regards to employees 
(see section 2.4).   
There is a growing interest in building organisational resilience to address 






economic downturn (Tonkin et al., 2018; McManus, 2007). Consequently, a 
primary focus of organisational research has been on refining risk-management 
practices and identifying strategies that ensure vitality when adversity occurs.  
Early conceptualisation of organisational resilience describe it as the ability for 
organisations to adapt to unexpected events and bounce back from adversity to 
maintain functioning under challenging conditions (Horne III & Orr, 1998; 
Sutcliffe & Vogus, 2003; Ponomarov & Holcomb, 2009, Lengnick-Hall, Beck, & 
Lengnick-Hall, 2011).  Such a perspective is equivalent to the trait perspective of 
resilience, which is grounded in hardiness and positive coping in response to 
adversity (Bonanno, 2004; Seery, et al., 2013; Waugh, Fredrickson, & Taylor, 
2008).  
However given the constant change within the work environment there is a need 
to go beyond merely coping/bouncing back; organisations needs to thrive and 
take change and uncertainty as an opportunity for growth and learning (Lengnick-
Hall et al., 2011). A more appropriate definition for organisational resilience 
seems to be  “a function of an organization’s overall situation awareness, 
management of keystone vulnerabilities, and adaptive capacity in a complex, 
dynamic, and interconnected environment” (McManus, et al., 2008, p. 82). This 
model places the emphasis on an organisations ability to anticipate issues, learn 
from mistakes and manage change to ensure recovery after adversity or a crisis 
(Hollnagel, Nemeth, & Dekker, 2008; Seville et al., 2006).  
A key issue within the literature on organisational resilience has been in relation 
to the context in which it has been investigated. The majority of research has 
identified the need for organisational resilience in response to crises such as 
terrorist attacks or natural disasters with much less of a focus on everyday 
challenges and smaller changes such as organisational restructuring. 
Conceptualising organisational resilience as define by McManus et al (2008) 
moves away from a reactive approach (aftermath of a crisis) towards a proactive 






increase organisational performance in stable environments resulting in the 
capacity for resilience when change does occur (Linnenluecke, 2017; Nilakant et 
al., 2016; Carvalho & Areal, 2015; Lee, Vargo, & Seville, 2013). This implies 
that organisations can offer more than risk mitigation they have the capacity to 
gather evidence such that they become aware of emergent vulnerabilities /threats 
and can intervene to deal with issues before they become critical, i.e prevention 
focused (Lunt et al., 2007). 
Therefore, an integrated framework of organisational resilience identifies 
resilience as the combination of (a) positive work environment, (b) an 
organisations capacity to prepare for adversity and (c) adaptive capacity (Baird et 
al., 2013; Chang-Richards, Vargo, & Seville, 2013). The main components for 
positive work environments are: organisational leadership and culture that 
supports adaptability; resources in the form of networks and relationships that can 
be utilised when necessary; and change readiness driven by clear planning and 
goals (Chang-Richards et al., 2013). Deliberate investment in resilience (inherent 
resilience) is an organisation’s ability to prepare for adverse events in order to 
minimise negative outcomes and develop in both stable and crisis environments 
(Kuntz et al., 2016). Whereas, adaptive resilience is an organisation’s capacity to 
positively react and recover after adversity (Baird et al., 2013). This framework 
enables the refocus of attention from positive adaption contingent to crisis 
exposure to proactive resilience development in stable environments (business as 
usual).  
2.3 Individual Level Resilience at work  
Research pertaining to resilience in the workplace is still in its infancy stage. In 
response to workplace adversity, resilience has been operationalised as a 
personal/individual resource that allows the individual to deal with workplace 
stress (McAllister & McKinnon, 2009; Grafton et al., 2010). Research into 
resilience within the workplace has identified dispositional and attitudinal 






Zautra, & Hall, 2010; Spitzmuller et al., 2015).  For example, resilient individuals 
have been found to deal with organisational change better than less resilient 
individuals (Hodliffe, 2014) and are more committed to change due to positive 
emotions they experience (Shin et al., 2012). 
Self-efficacy has been identified as a major contributing factor to individual 
resilience (Bandura & Adams, 1977; Bandura, 1997). Research suggests that if 
people believe in their abilities to respond positively to adverse situations, and 
have a strong sense of self-efficacy, they will be better equipped to cope with 
challenging situations (Patton, 2011). Optimism and experience of positive 
emotions has also been associated with resilience in individuals (Tugade & 
Fredrickson, 2004; Bonanno, 2004, Patton, 2011). Tugade & Fredrickson (2004) 
found that individuals who experience more positive emotions than negative are 
better able to cope with adverse life events. Similarly, optimism has been 
identified as a key component of personal resilience. Individuals who can move 
past the negatives in challenging circumstances and see the positives are said to 
be more resilient (Bright, 1997; Tugade & Fredrickson, 2004).  
Another construct related to resilience is Psychological Capital (PsyCap) which 
encompasses a set of positive and adaptive psychological resources, namely 
hope, optimism, efficacy, and resilience (Luthans et al., 2006; Luthans, Avey, 
Avolio, & Peterson, 2010). Within OHP there is an emerging concept that 
considers a combination of the above factors that build resilience. Research has 
proposed that resilience forms a part of an employees’ ‘psychological capital’ 
helping them adapt to the constant changes and challenges at work (Luthans et 
al., 2007; Luthans et al., 2010). Combining hope, optimism, self-efficacy and 
resilience, the concept of Psychological capital was developed as a higher order 
factor that enables individuals to thrive (Luthans, Youssef & Avolio, 2007). 
These four components of PsyCap represent attitudinal and motivational factors 






implies PsyCap is conceptualised as a developable state and not a trait an 
individual possess.  
The four different components of psychological capital have been extensively 
linked to increased wellbeing (Ferris, Sinclair & Kline, 2005; Snyder et al., 2006; 
Meier, Semmer, Elfering & Jacobshagen, 2008). However, OHP has only 
recently begun to investigate the relationship between this higher order construct 
and individual wellbeing in the work context (Culbertson, Fullagar & Mills, 
2010). The potential value that Psychological Capital may have emerges from 
research amongst soldiers which demonstrates that those who score high on 
Psychological Capital tend to evaluate adverse events in a positive manner. 
Schaubroeck et al., (2011) found that soldiers with high Psychological capital are 
more likely to perceive stressful environments as an opportunity for growth, and 
learning. This suggests that individuals can be taught to reconceptualise adversity 
and challenges as events that offer opportunities for learning and development 
(Paton, 2011).  
In the workplace, research has demonstrated that PsyCap correlates positively 
with job performance and satisfaction and organisational commitment (Luthans, 
Avey, Avolio, & Peterson, 2010; Luthans et al., 2007; Youssef & Luthans, 2007) 
and negatively with cynicism and work related stress (Dawkins et al., 2013). 
While PsyCap aligns itself with the current conceptualisation of resilience as 
being developable it still focuses on individual capacities and resources similar to 
trait perspectives. Moreover, the researchers understand PsyCap in relation to 
experiencing adversity at work undermining the growth/developable resilience 
approach (Luthans et al., 2010).  
Despite resilience research arguing for the need to promote developable 
resources, focusing on the individual as a unit for change is still closely aligned 
with traditional occupational health/ HR treatment perspectives in so far as they 
share an individual focus which tends to overlook situational variables. 






individuals who exhibit symptoms. In fact, a systematic review indicated that 
80% of health interventions evaluated focused on individuals as the unit for 
change (Egan, 2013 as cited in Bauer & Jenny, 2013). Treatment in this context 
typically involves individual counselling and psychosocial skills training in issues 
such as stress management. Such remedial solutions have their place, however 
their principal weakness is that they represent partial solutions and only for those 
who are already at risk or have succumbed to strain. They do not address the root 
causes of work stress and do not offer preventative solutions for occupational ill 
health. Similarly, focusing on developing individual resilience is also grounded in 
individual-centric interventions that are often disconnected from everyday work 
demands and context (Kuntz et al., 2016). For example, interventions targeting 
personal resilience include “hardiness training” and counselling (Mackay et al., 
2004; Cousins et al., 2004). However, restricting the scope for intervention to 
attempting to change employees, rather than systems of work, is not only partial 
but, is said to risk propagating a climate of blame orientated around workers' 
inability to ‘cope’ with what may be a challenging work environment (Britt et al., 
2016; Johnson & Down, 2012; Maddi, 2002). 
2.4 The need for a new perspective on resilience at work  
2.4.1 Stable vs Adverse conditions   
Thus far resilience in the workplace has predominately been conceptualised as an 
individual’s capacity to exhibit an adaptive response to adversity (Bonnano, 
2004; Fletcher& Sarkar, 2013; Harland, et al., 2005; Stephens et al., 2013).This 
perspective is further reinforced in the organisational resilience research domain, 
where resilience is viewed as a positive adaptation contingent to crisis exposure 
(van der Vegt et al.,2015). Conceptualising resilience based on responsiveness to 
adversity detract from resilience as a capability that can be developed in stable 
environments were challenges are more typical of daily work challenges than 






employee resilience in stable contexts emphasises the potential for proactive 
resilience development and sustainability (Sutcliffe & Vogus, 2003).  
Resilience research would benefit from looking at resilience as a capacity that 
can be demonstrated and developed in both adverse and non-crisis contexts. This 
would highlight the dynamic nature of resilience (ongoing development not just 
restoration of equilibrium) which would ensure preparedness for future crisis 
(adaptive) as well as flourishing under normal business conditions (inherent) 
(Linnenluecke, 2015; Southwick et al., 2014) 
2.4.2 Inherent and adaptive resilience  
As discussed in the organisational resilience section (see 2.2.2); an organisation 
can exhibit inherent or adaptive resilience. Adaptive resilience refers to resilience 
exhibited in times of adversity whereas inherent resilience is the   development of 
resilience capability in an environment characterised as stable (Nilakant et al., 
2016). There is a need to move beyond the organisation and apply adaptive and 
inherent resilience to employees as well. Mainstream conceptualisation of 
employee resilience tends to adhere to adaptive resilience; adaptive resilience 
refers to effective responsiveness to instances of significant adversity. On the 
other hand, inherent resilience is defined as the capacity to reduce the probability 
and consequences of failure from adverse events. It reflects the potential for 
enhancing employee resilience in a stable environment, to the extent that 
employees are provided with the necessary resources for capability development 
(e.g. Feedback and managerial support).   
A symbiotic relationship exists between inherent and adaptive resilience; 
organisations with inherent resilience prior to exposure to an adverse event is 
associated with adaptive resilience. On an organisational level inherent resilience 
predicts adaptiveness operationalised as business growth and on an employee 







2.4.3 Individual vs Reciprocal approach  
Finally, there is a need to move away from an individual centric approach. The 
onus for developing resilience does not rest solely on the individual. The 
mainstream outlook on resilience focuses on the individual as a unit for change 
which can lead to blaming the victim (Britt et al., 2016). Lunt et al (2007) 
proposed that when prevention is primarily focused on the individual it risks 
diverting attention from system solutions whereby more fundamental components 
of employee resilience such as management systems are ignored. Resilience in 
the workplaces needs to be viewed as a shared responsibility whereby the 
organisation provides a work environment for resilience promotion and 
individual employees uses the positive environment/ context as a resource to 
develop (Devilly et al., 2006). This in turn will help develop organisation 
resilience. A mutual responsibility perspective suggests than rather than selecting 
resilient employees or trying to make them resilient based on trait based 
approaches organisations need to support employee resilience by designing 
resilience promoting environments. This also aligns with the proactive approach 
of learning organisations to ensure vitality (See section 2.1.2). 
2.5 Developing employee resilience through an integrated systems framework 
2.5.1 Complex Systems 
General theory of systems has its origins in disciplines such as ecology, physics 
and biology. Systems theory proposes that a system is composed of at least two 
different agents or elements where by these elements are interrelated (Ashmos & 
Huber, 1987; Kast & Rosenzweig, 1972). The relationships between the agents in 
a system are more important than the individual agents themselves (Holden, 
2005). System thinking argues that this is true for all systems; from biological to 
social. Therefore, there has been a move towards applying system theory to 
organisations (Denhardt & Denhardt, 2010). In particular organisations have been 






Applying system theory to an organisation illustrates the interdependent 
interaction between individuals, groups and larger units within an organisational 
system. As the number of agents in the system increase, the connections between 
agents become non-linear and the system is said to become complex (Ashmos & 
Huber, 1987; Denhardt & Denhardt, 2010). Therefore, all organisations are 
complex due to the abundance of human agents and their complexities (Perrow, 
1984; Schein, 1980). 
Furthermore, systems thinking proposes that as the number of agents in the 
system increases, system behaviour cannot be predicted by the behaviour of 
individual agents (Fredrickson, 2003). Specific to human agency, this type of 
thinking is rooted in Giddens (1984) structuration theory. Individuals are not 
independent from one another; the repetition of individual agents’ actions and 
interactions creates and reproduces a set of expectations which in turn guide the 
social structure within an organisation (Giddens, 1984; Giddens & Pierson, 
1998). Individuals share and shape their workplace; this facilitates the 
development of a collective representation about their workplace which in turn 
leads to the formation of mental models or schemas of that system’s environment 
(Dooley, 1996; Schabracq, 2003). 
However, Dooley (2002) argues that it is more typical for the internal or external 
environment to contribute to most of the complexity in organisations rather than 
human agency. The internal environment reflects the systems of work such as 
organisational procedures and technology within the organisation while the 
external environment consists of market forces, competitors (Dooley, 2002). 
Therefore, the relationships between different agents within the system, such as 
human agents and technical elements need to be considered. 
2.5.1.1 Social- technical systems (STS) 
The study of socio-technical systems theory is said to have emerged from a case 






in productivity of coal miners despite an improvement in technology. 
Additionally, they observed that levels of absenteeism amongst the workforce 
remained the same even though rewards and environmental conditions had 
improved. Therefore, Trist and Bamforth (1951) proposed the need for greater 
emphasis to be placed on complex interactions between humans, technologies 
and the environmental aspects of the work system, rather than focusing on just 
the individual. The theory of socio-technical systems theory is based on the 
concept of joint optimisation (Appelbaum, 1997; Carayon, 2006). Joint 
optimisation relates to social and technical elements working together to 
accomplish organisational goals. The theory proposes a symbiotic relationship 
between the social networks in an organisation and the interaction with the 
technical networks (Rasmussen, 2000). In order to avoid damage to the 
organisation as a whole, the development and optimisation of both the social 
network and the technical system must occur. Therefore as a result of the link 
between social and technical elements work systems produce both commodities 
and social/psychological outcomes. A key concern is how you design work to 
facilitate positive outcomes in both (Carayon, 2006). Turner’s (1978) man-made 
disaster model suggests that failures in technological systems should be defined 
by the impact these failures have on social and cultural aspects of the 
organisation rather than the impact they have on the technology (Pidgeon & 
O’Leary, 2000; Turner & Pidgeon, 1997). Taking this into account, socio-
technical systems need to understand the interactions between people and 
elements of the system, as well as with the wider environment of the system 
(Moray, 2000; Carayon, 2006). The STS approach to the design of work systems 
aims to understand how human, social and organisational factors affect the way 
that work is done as well as the way that technical systems are utilised. 
Consequently, to understand an organisational system as a whole, research needs 
to consider all system elements, including physical, cognitive and psychosocial 






Research suggests that as a result of the increased complexity and 
interconnectedness between social and technological systems, complex systems 
like organisations are more prone to vulnerability in the modern world where 
reliance on technology is greater than ever before (Boin & Lagadec, 2000; 
Mitroff, 2001; McManus et al., 2008). However, the extent to which failure or 
accidents in the technological part of the system influences other parts of the 
system depends on the degree to which parts of a system are tied to one another 
(Perrow, 1984). Perrow (1984) proposed that parts of a system can either be 
tightly or loosely coupled together. In a tightly coupled system, very close links 
exists between the different parts of a system so that any changes in one part of 
the system have immediate implications and effects on all others. On the other 
hand, loosely coupling refers to connections between different elements in a 
system where the performance of one element is not dependent on another. 
Typically, complex organisations exhibit tight coupling, making it more difficult 
for the system to absorb disruptions and perturbations (Marais et al, 2004). 
This thesis aims to extend the core assumption of system theory that the 
relationships between elements within the system are more important than the 
individual elements themselves. Under a systems approach the interplay between 
IT systems, workplace environments and job design will contribute to resilience 
in the workplace. Additionally, taking into consideration the concept of joint 
optimisation, organisational and employees need to work together to accomplish 
both organisational and employee outcomes. If a symbiotic relationship similar to 
that in STS exists between employee and organisational resilience, then 
prioritising employee resilience will ultimately result in improved organisational 
resilience (Sabanci, 2011). 
2.6 Employee Resilience  
As previously mentioned the contribution employees provide to organisational 
resilience is less well documented. While researchers acknowledge the important 






specifically identify resilience at the employee level. Under a complex systems 
framework organisational resilience is more than just accumulative resilience of 
individual employees; it is a dynamic interaction between the organisations, its 
stakeholders (employees included) and structures and routines at work 
(Lengnick-Hall et al., 2011; Barton & Kahn, 2018). Therefore, there is a need to 
understand the interplay between resilience at different levels in organisations 
and for measures of organisational resilience to recognise employees as potential 
micro foundations of organisational resilience (Lengnick-Hall et al., 201; Lee et 
al., 2013; Williams et al., 2017). 
Under a systems perspective, ultimately resilience in the workplace stems from 
investing in employee resilience as a key component to enabling organisations to 
cope with the current turbulent workplace climate (Nilakant et al., 2016; Van der 
Vegt et al., 2015; Lee et al., 2013). However, the reciprocal relationship between 
employee and organisational resilience has been overlooked (Williams et al., 
2017; Lee et al., 2013).  Furthermore, for the most part resilience in the 
workplace has been defined as an individual disposition that ensures adaptation to 
adversity. There is a need to explore the interaction between actors in the system 
(i.e., organisation, individuals, and environment) in order to understand how the 
work context in which employees are situated is related to their resilience.  
As discussed previously, employee resilience has been limited to focusing on 
individual adaptive resilience as opposed to inherent resilience. It has been 
measured using trait variables (e.g. optimism) or wellbeing outcomes (Britt et al., 
2016; Robertson et al., 2015). To move beyond trait based approaches employee 
resilience must draw upon organisational resilience literature. Drawing upon 
insight from organisational resilience literature, resilience is conceptualised as a 
capacity that allows organisations to go beyond merely scraping through times of 
organisational instability and adversity, and instead thrive and capitalise on 
change and uncertainty (Youssef & Luthans, 2007). Adopting a transformation 






individuals cope/deal with change (adaptive resilience) but they will move 
beyond this and perceive the change as a growth experience where they can 
flourish (inherent resilience) (Baird et al., 2013; Richardson, 2002). The focus on 
resilience as something that can be developed, rather than a stable trait, also 
suggests that the organisational environment influences the level of employee 
resilience through the provision of adequate resources (Kuntz et al., 2016).  
A key development in the field of employee resilience has been the development 
of the Employee Resilience scale by Naswall et al. (2015). Naswall et al. (2015) 
describe the scale as an employee-centric measure of resilience that enables the 
empirical investigation of resilience on the employee level. The scale examines 
employee resilience as a behavioural construct, rather than an attitude or a trait. 
In its infancy stage, research pertaining to employee resilient work behaviours 
has identified adaptive, proactive, support-seeking and learning behaviours as 
adaptive capabilities (Kuntz et al., 2016; Naswall et al., 2015; Bardoel et al., 
2014; Hodliffe, 2014). For example, employees who are capable of taking on 
board feedback and utilising the performance feedback to improve work 
performance is seen as resilient behaviour. This research project will adopt the 
definition of employee resilience put forward by Naswall et al. (2015). Employee 
resilience is conceptualised as an “employee capability, facilitated and supported 
by the organisation, to utilize resources to continually adapt and flourish at work, 
even if/when faced with challenging circumstances.”  (Naswall et al., 2015 p.6). 
This line of research supports the developable nature of resilience and highlights 
the role of workplace environments and resources in enabling employee 
resilience.  Based on this premise, the organisational context plays a central role 
in the development of employee resilience. 
2.7 Models/ Frameworks for understanding work stress and resilience  
As discussed above a resilience approach is based on the notion of promoting 
growth through the utilisation of resources. Intuitively, if the focus is on 






should not be important in predicting resilience. However, as noted earlier, 
resilience does not refer to invulnerability in the face of stress, but rather to the 
ability to cope and adapt to stressful conditions. Exposure to significant threat or 
adversity is essential to measure growth from adversity (e.g. Luthar et al., 2000; 
Powley, 2009). Thus research on resilience still needs to recognise and determine 
the stress or adversity encountered; in the workplace this mean identifying work 
conditions or job characteristics that pose challenges to employee (Sutcliffe 
&Vogus, 2003; Demerouti et al., 2001). 
2.7.1 Job Demand-Resource model  
One of the most frequently cited frameworks for understanding work related 
stress is the ‘Job demand control model’ (Karasek & Theorell 1990; Karasek, 
1979). The job demand control model (JD- model) examines the relationship 
between job demands and control in relation to health complaints, job satisfaction 
and motivation (Karasek, 1979). Job demands refer to work characteristics such 
as increased workload, whereas control represents the degree of decision latitude 
individuals feel that they have over aspects of their job such as flexibility in 
working hours (Karasek & Theorell, 1990). The model proposes that job strain 
arises when work is characterised by high demand and low control. High strain 
jobs appear to be associated with a decrease in psychological well-being and job 
satisfaction and an increase in susceptibility to burnout (Karasek & Theorell, 
1990; Van der Doef & Maes, 1999). Karasek & Theorell (1990) argue that 
control is an important mediating factor in reducing the negative impact of high 
job demands. However, research indicates that only modest support for the 
interaction between demand and control exists (Stansfeild & Marmot, 2002; De 
Lange et al 2003). On the other hand, there is a consensus that there is a direct 
link between control and individual wellbeing (Jones et al., 2007; Tucker et al., 
2008).  
To address these inconsistencies, expansions of the framework have been 






things’ at work that help employees achieve work goals, reduce job demands 
and mediate the negative effects of job demands and encourage growth 
(Demerouti, Bakker, Nachreiner, & Schaufeli, 2001; Johnson & Hall, 1988). 
Resources at work can include cognitive (eg. perceived level of autonomy), 
emotional (eg. social support) and physical elements (eg. clear job task) (De 
Jonge & Dormann, 2006; Brough et al., 2013). In terms of resilience, job 
demands represent adverse conditions in the organisational context that are key 
for developing resilience using the resources on hand (Masten & Reed, 2002). 
The JD-R model proposes that high job demands that are not compensated by 
resources will lead to poor work performance as well as an increase in health 
concerns. On the other hand high job resources levels will lead to positive 
outcomes such as work engagement and increased wellbeing (Demerouti et 
al., 2001). For example, job resources such as social support and feedback 
have been found to reduce job demands (Bakker, Demerouti & Verbeke, 2004) 
and predict work engagement (Schaufeli et al., 2009). 
However, in light of the constantly changing work conditions discussed above, it 
has been argued that perhaps the JD-R model has become less useful in 
understanding psychosocial risks. For example, in the current economic climate 
less jobs are permanent, more part time and short term contacts are emerging, and 
other changes to the location of work (e.g., hot desking) are occurring  (De Jonge 
et al., 2000). This implies that with the breakdown of traditional work contract 
aspects such as job control over working hours will now be less meaningful. An 
additional criticism aimed at the original model is the inherent focus on the job 
itself whilst overlooking the context of the work environment (Hammer et al., 
2004). Interestingly a longitudinal study has found that job demands (e.g., heavy 
workload) have no effect on whether or not employees become depressed 
(Grynderup et al., 2013). The study proposes that the work environment and the 
feeling of being treated unfairly by management has the greatest effect on an 
employee’s mental health (Grynderup et al., 2013). This would suggest that 






produce a more embracing perspective than focusing on the individual’s 
perception of work conditions alone. However, with the inclusion of resources to 
the model aspects of the work environment are considered such as supportive 
team environments that could enhance resilience and wellbeing.  
2.7.2 Effort-reward imbalance model  
A second widely used model to understand the nature of stressful work emerged 
from the work of Siegrist; the effort reward imbalance model (ERI). This model 
addresses psychosocial work environments and their impact on stress related 
risks.  The ERI model which is based on reciprocity (Siegrist,1996; Siegrist et al., 
1986)  posits that adverse health consequences at work arise when employees 
perceive an imbalance between the degree of effort they put into work and the 
amount of reward they get (Siegrist & Rodel, 2006). Rewards can include 
extrinsic components such as pay benefits, promotion possibilities, and other 
non-financial rewards such as recognition (Leka & Houdmont, 2012). Jobs that 
involve both a high degree of effort and relatively low rewards have been linked 
to poor health, including an increased risk of cardiovascular disease and 
increased stress (Hoven & Siegrist, 2013; Van Vegchel et al., 2005). 
The above-mentioned models have been examined with regards to work related 
stress. Resilience is implied by an employee experiencing negative work 
conditions and overcoming them as well as organisations minimising the 
exposure to work stressors. A model that has been developed to directly link to 
resilience as well as stress at work is the conservation of resources model.  
2.7.3 Conservation of resources (COR) theory  
The conservation of resources (COR) theory (Hobfoll, 1989, 2002) posits that 
people need to retain, protect, and build resources at both an individual and 
environmental level in order to survive in times of threat and adversity (Hobfoll 
et al., 2018). A central assumption in COR theory is that people with greater 






more vulnerable to stress (Bakker, 2010). COR theory identifies three main facets 
of resource management: (a) instrumental; something that acts as an instrument 
or means of gaining a resource,(b) social; resources based on social networks and 
(c) psychological; resources concerned with personality characteristics or 
personal beliefs and emotions (e.g. sense of autonomy) (Hobfoll , 2010).  
COR theory is pivotal for interpreting and predicting both positive and negative 
impacts of stress as well as resilience (Chen, Westman &Hobfoll, 2015). COR 
theory states that the accumulation of resource loss is more prominent than the 
accrual of resources (Hobfoll et al., 2018). Therefore, in the context of 
organisational change, there is great potential for resource loss (Shin et al., 2012). 
The accumulation of the potential resource losses can undermine resilience at 
work. However, resource gain from supportive environments is also possible and 
will be valuable for reducing the strains and stresses associated with 
organisational change (Denison et al., 2006).  
In particular, COR helps explain organisational practices that will enable 
employees to develop and maintain resources and enhance employee resilience 
(Bardoel et al., 2014). COR postulates that organisation can develop employee 
resilience by proactive practices such as employee involvement or positive 
organisational culture. Resource gains from an inclusive and positive 
organisational culture (Denison et al., 2006) and from a supportive team and 
manager (Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002) have been found to better employee 
mental health and subjective well-being. Moreover, reactive practices can also be 
used to promote resilience by encouraging practices that minimise resource loss 
(Luthans et al., 2006). COR assumption of resource loss can be used to 
understand negative outcomes with regards to health and wellbeing. Workplace 
factors such as job strain and job insecurity can be viewed as resources losses 
(König et al., 2010) and have been linked burnout (Lee & Ashforth, 1996), 
negative physical and mental health outcomes (Holden et al., 2010; Belkic et al., 






Finally, in line with the developmental nature of resilience, COR theory proposes 
that resources development can occur at organisational and individual level. 
Resilient organisations are able to secure and develop work resources for their 
employees, and highlight how resources can be utilised towards personal and 
organisational advancement (Chen et al., 2015). On an individual level, 
employees with a greater pool of resources will focus on maintaining and 
expanding their networks (Halbesleben et al., 2014). For instance, employees 
with social support as a resource will be more likely to exhibit collaborative 
behaviours, seek support, and share/seek knowledge across the organisations. 
Additionally, they will strive to further develop the resource pool of a supportive 
network which they can use to address challenges (Nilakant et al., 2016).  
2.8 The interplay between work related outcomes and employee resilience  
2.8.1 Job engagement   
The concept of ‘job engagement’ has been defined as the ‘investment of an 
individual’s complete self’ into a role (Rich, Lepine & Crawford, 2010). It is 
thought that ‘engaged employees’ are enthusiastic, motivated and committed to 
their job roles. Perhaps unsurprisingly, job engagement has been associated with 
improved job performance and improved individual wellbeing, which in turn has 
a positive impact on the overall service, team or organisation (Truss et al., 2011). 
Furthermore, individuals who are engaged with their job are less likely to resign 
or to leave (Truss et al., 2011). 
Given that job engagement appears to have an important influence at both 
employee and organisational levels, it is important to understand how 
organisations can promote this construct. Research suggests that individuals who 
feel better supported by their organisations and who perceive their organisations 
as caring for their wellbeing demonstrate increased job engagement (Saks, 2006). 
Furthermore, there are certain other job characteristics that have been associated 






within a job role and participating in organisational discussions and decision-
making allows employees to feel involved and increases their professional 
efficacy (Maslach & Leiter, 2008; Saks, 2006).  Research proposes that a 
manageable workload allows individuals to refine and develop skills, meaning 
that they feel more fulfilled by and interested in their work (Landsbergis, 1988). 
Furthermore, feeling that ones’ skills and efforts are recognised and respected in 
a team, and having opportunities to learn and develop are all associated with job 
engagement (Maslach & Leiter, 2008). 
It has been noted that employee engagement can be especially difficult to foster 
at times of uncertainty and change (Catteeuw, Flynn, & Vonderhorst, 2007). 
Psychological theory suggests that when an individual undertakes a contract of 
employment they also engage in a psychological contract with the employer, such 
that both parties are invested and committed to each other (Grunberg, Moore, 
Greenberg & Sikora, 2008). However, this contract can be challenged or ruptured 
in times of change and uncertainty. In response to feeling that the employer may 
be negotiating or altering their obligations to the employee, the employee may 
feel a lack of trust and loyalty, which can reduce their job engagement. 
Employees with higher levels of resilience are expected to deal with change and 
challenges more effectively. They will more likely view the process of change as 
a learning opportunity rather than breach of contract (Hodliffe, 2014). 
Consequently resilient employees will also be more engaged in their job than less 
resilient employees.  
2.8.2 Job satisfaction  
Job satisfaction refers to the overall, global way that one evaluates their job 
(Judge, Weiss, Kammeyer-Mueller & Hulin, 2017). There are a multitude of 
variables that an individual may consider when evaluating their job.  
When undergoing periods of change in their workplace, employees 






responses (Yousef, 2017). Individuals may weigh up the advantages and 
disadvantages of the change, and form an overall evaluative judgement. This 
judgment can then influence their job satisfaction. Certain factors can influence 
how employees perceive organisational change, including how they view 
management to have planned and implemented the change, and how they feel that 
their opinion as staff has been sought and valued. 
Research suggests that managers and supervisors can aim to promote employee 
engagement and job satisfaction through transition periods by: providing 
information about the direction of the organisation or service; communicating to 
the employee the value of their role; providing the employee with constructive 
and fair feedback; and supporting the employee to navigate challenges within the 
job (Catteeuw et al., 2007).  
In contrast, research found that when employees did not feel that they were 
provided with information or consulted about organisational change they fostered 
negative attitudes about the change which influenced their levels of job 
satisfaction (Parlalis, 2011).  
It is also evident that certainty and stability is lacking during times of change, and 
this leads to employees feeling anxious and stressed, due to perceiving a lack of 
control over the situation (Nelson, 1995). This can again reduce job satisfaction. 
The more supported and informed employees feel in regards to change, the less 
uncertain and overwhelmed they may feel, thereby increasing their overall 
resilience as well as their ability to engage in and enjoy their jobs. More resilient 
employees will be able to draw upon resources of support and therefore will 
experience less anxiety (Hodliffe, 2014). Therefore, higher levels of employee 
resilience will be associated with high levels of job satisfaction.  
2.8.3 Intention to quit  
An individual’s experience and perception of their work conditions can shape 






If individuals evaluate their jobs negatively, feel that they are no longer 
committed to their job, and perceive that other jobs are available, they are more 
likely to consider resigning (Hatton et al., 2001). Employees who perceive the 
workplace as stressful are less committed to the organisation and have greater 
intentions to quit (Vakola & Nikolaou, 2005). It is likely that ‘resilient’ 
individuals may be better able to manage the demands associated with 
uncertainty and change in the workplace, thereby reducing their intent to leave. 
Chin & Hung (2013) found that employees who scored highly on a measure of 
adaptiveness to adversity were more likely to remain in the organisation that was 
perceived as  being responsible for work stress though breach of psychological 
contract. 
From the above discussed, it is clear that focusing on improving employee 
resilience can be beneficial not only to the individual employee but also to the 
organisation overall. Therefore there is a need to better understand what 
contributes to the development of employee resilience. The section below 
discusses antecedents of employee resilience or indirect measures of employee 
resilience (work outcomes) that have been linked to employee resilience 
examined in the literature.   
2.9 Antecedents of employee resilience  
2.9.1 Facilitative leaders  
Leadership has been identified as a vital component to promote the development 
of enhanced adaptive capacity within an organisation and amongst its employees.  
Research suggests that during times of change or crisis leaders should avoid 
authoritarian styles and ‘command and control’ practices. Instead it is argued that 
leaders should acknowledge that employees are the expert in their field of work 
and delegate work to done. This will allow the situation to be managed with 
accurate knowledge and expertise, and will also empower employees (Chrichton 






authoritative exchanges between employees and their managers resulted in fewer 
change-related challenges. The link between leadership style, specifically 
transformational leadership, and change readiness is well established. The quality 
and effectiveness of leadership is crucial for the success of any organisational 
change process (Antunes & Franco, 2016; Gilley, Dixon, & Gilley, 2008; Gill, 
2002; Miles, 2001).  Leaders have the potential to empower and motivate 
employees to get on board with the change process as they tend to be the initial 
drivers and communicators of the change process (Gilley, 2005; Gill, 2002).  
Leadership practices have been found to support employee wellbeing and 
engagement. Leaders can contribute to the creation of a work environment in 
which employees perceive as empowering (Gill, 2002); In order to create an 
environment of empowerment employee involvement is encouraged (Arnold et 
al., 2000); management styles and practices that encourage autonomy (Gilley, 
2005) and treating employees with respect in the workplace (Elovainio et al., 
2015) have been identified as key enablers. Employees who feel empowered are 
more likely to be able to deal with change (Harland et al., 2005). They are given 
the resources and support required to adopt a positive outlook on change and in 
their ability to deal with it (Gill, 2002). This means they are more change ready 
and motivated as they have been taken along the change process rather than it 
being imposed onto them. Moreover, leaders that show confidence in their 
employee’s ability to be successful on the job and value their contributions 
facilitate an employees’ adaptive capacity and thus enhance employee resilience. 
Employees will be more engaged and motivated at work if their contributions are 
appreciated and recognised. Increased levels of motivation at work has been 
associated higher levels of resilience in arduous environments  as employees are 
more likely to view the change as a learning opportunity (Bakker et al, 2007; 
Rafferty & Griffin, 2004).  
Furthermore, research asserts that a leader’s ability to support and engage with 






Research by Birdi (2005) shows that management support greatly influenced the 
extent to which employees were innovative and proactive in time of change. 
Moreover, when employees perceived their manager to be supportive of their 
work related needs higher levels of wellbeing are likely to be reported. An 
increase in reported wellbeing (Kyei-Poku, 2014; Lipponen, Bardi, & 
Haapamäki, 2008; Tavares, van Knippenberg, & van Dick, 2016). Finally, 
leaders that exhibit civil workplace behaviour, i.e. role model behaviour, such as 
being approachable, collaborative and supportive encourage such prosocial 
behaviours in their staff which can lead to network levering resilient behaviours 
(Kuntz etal., 2016; Porath et al., 2015; Leiter et al., 2012) 
It has also been suggested that leaders play a key role in allaying fears during 
times of change or crisis (Lengick-Hall, et al., 2010). Research proposes that 
leaders should be transparent and accessible to the members of the organisation. 
Open communication from leadership can help people to understand what is 
happening and what their roles is/ how they fit into the recovery process 
following change (Senge, 2006). Additionally, research reveals that leaders who 
actively encourage employees to participate in decision making and the change 
process empower their employees and this is a critical component to the success 
of change (Sims, 2002; Kotter & Schlesinger, 1979). Moreover, participative 
management has been found to have a positive impact on job satisfaction (Kim, 
2002; Vecchio, 1985) and reduce work related stress (Bliese & Castro, 2000; 
Schirmer & Lopez, 2001).  
Finally, it has been highlighted that leadership is important in supporting and 
influencing an organisational culture and in turn employee commitment. Specific 
to the idea of an employee-centred culture, Greenleaf (2002) put forward the 
concept of ‘servant leadership.’ Servant leadership reflects the idea that managers 
are aware that work is more meaningful than business outcomes. A servant-leader 
focuses primarily on the growth and well-being of their employees for the benefit 






to the non-authoritarian approach in times of change and crisis, servant leadership 
shares power and helps employees to individually develop. Human and social 
values are highlighted as essential parts of a business, resulting in employees 
being respected and treated well by the organisation (Greenleaf, 2002). This 
leadership styles encourages employee resilience by creating a sense of purpose 
that employees are committed to.  
The above discussed leader qualities are needed for successfully driving change. 
Facilitative management style ensures that communication, coaching, support, 
appreciation and participative practices are in place to create work environments 
that encourage employees to flourish. 
2.9.2 Quality of communication 
The quality of communication between managers and employees is a key tool in 
minimising employee resistance to change (Tanner & Otto, 2016; Elving, 2005; 
Denning, 2005). Specifically, organisations are advised to communicate the need 
of the proposed change and to communicate the vision for the change process to 
enable employees to understand the importance for change (Gill, 2002; Kotter, 
1995). Providing a sense of direction and purpose facilitates buy in and change 
readiness and highlighting how change will benefit or challenge employees 
enhances employee commitment to change (Lewis et al., 2006). If there is a lack 
of communication rumours can spread leading to uninformed speculation that can 
demoralise employees and results in a lack of commitment to change (Denning, 
2005; Rousseau & Tijoriwala, 1999; DiFonzo & Bordia, 1998). 
According to Bordia et al. (2004), honest communication enhances perceptions of 
control due to sufficient information about what is happening in the organisation. 
If employees are informed about the upcoming change and how it will affect their 
job they will feel more prepared and less uncertain. This will increase the 
likelihood of change readiness and adaptation as employees will experience less 






2004; Miller & Monge, 1985). Moreover, transparency will help create a sense of  
trust in the organisation as employees feel that the organisation is open and 
honest about what is going on (Meneghel et al., 2016; Smith, 2005; Huy, 2002). 
In times of change when employees can feel that things going on around them are 
out of their control,  trust helps increase commitment (Neves &  Caetano, 2006), 
and consequently will increase the likelihood employee will adapt to the change 
due to the desire to remain within the organisation (Kelloway et al., 2012).  
Research proposes the need to adopt a participative change communication 
strategy; it is described as a high-involvement practice in which employees are 
invited to provide input about the change (Bordia et al., 2004).  Participative 
communication approaches have been associated with proactive employee 
behaviours (e.g., resilient behaviours such as using the change process as an 
opportunity for development) and positive organisational outcomes (Helpap, 
2016).  
Participative communication encourage employee participation and involvement; 
it encourages employees to feel comfortable in raising concerns and opposing 
views about the change (Ford & Ford, 2010; Gilley et al., 2008; Schultz & John, 
2007) and increases their motivation to implement the change (Peterson & Hicks, 
1996). This is because they perceived themselves as an asset to the organisation 
and are more inclined to play a facilitating role in the change process (Smith, 
2005).  
In sum, effective communication and dissemination of accurate information 
throughout change processes has been shown to reduce resistance and uncertainty 
(Bordia et al., 2004; Klein, 1996). Communications that encourage high 
involvement is more likely to encourage commitment to change. Furthermore, 
communications that provide honest and accurate information about the ongoing 







2.9.3 Corporate culture  
Reviewing literature on High reliability organisations (HRO) has highlighted the 
importance of corporate culture on organisational and employee sustainability.  
High reliability organisations often use a strength-utilization perspective as a 
means to be more flexible, prepared and successful in adapting to change; HRO’s 
favour proactive and innovative behaviour over risk management and deficiency 
correction (Crichton, Ramsay & Kelly, 2009). Staff operating within 
organisations where a ‘blame’ culture exists are less likely to make riskier, 
impromptu decisions that are needed in crisis/change situations, due to the fear of 
management punishing mistakes and failure. Therefore, organisations need to 
create conditions that will encourage continually learning, will motivate 
employees, will foster collaboration and exchange of resource as well as 
encourage employees to seek support. Moreover, organizations need to prioritise 
human and social development of their employees.  
In order for this to be achieved a culture of trust and respect is necessary, where 
employees can take risks without fear of being punished at a later stage (Denhardt 
& Denhardt, 2010). Therefore, a culture characterised by open communication, 
clear vision, learning oriented, wellbeing focused and collaborative is essential 
(van Woerkom, Bakker, & Nishii, 2016; Dess & Sauerwald, 2014; Huy 2002) 
In response to the upheaval organisations are facing in the current economic 
climate the need to develop an organisational learning culture has received 
significant attention (Tonkin et al., 2018; Davis & Daley, 2008; Garvin, 
Edmondson, & Gino, 2008). Breaking down barriers to learning encouraging 
growth at the employee and organisational level are the key components of a 
learning culture (Davis & Daley, 2008; Marsick & Watkins, 2003). Employees 
are encouraged to find innovative ways to deal with challenges at work (Chang-
Richards et al., 2013; Marsick & Watkins, 2003). Errors are a part of the daily 
functioning of organisations; errors create the opportunity for growth if 






that facilitates a learning culture can be described as a culture whereby 
employees feel safe/ supported to learn through trial and error and they are 
encouraged through supportive feedback (Kuntz et al., 2016; Marsick & Watkins, 
2003). According to research, learning cultures positively influence employee 
productivity (Marsick & Watkins, 2003) job satisfaction (Egan et al., 2004; 
Marsick & Watkins, 2003) and encourage the enactment of resilient behaviours at 
work (Nilakant et al., 2016) (eg. Proactive behaviours in time of change as 
employees do not fear being reprimanded if they make a mistake)  
In addition to a learning culture, organisations that have strong core values and 
share a clear vision have been found to be better placed to respond more 
proactively during times of uncertainty (Hodliffe, 2014). If employees can relate 
to the organisation’s values and purpose it will help employees to make sense of 
the perturbations (Coutu, 2002; Lengick-Hall, et al., 2010). Furthermore, shared 
core values and trust have also been identified as key elements of corporate 
culture for positive psychosocial health (Schein, 2002; Hasle, 2007). Shared 
values are important for a sense of cohesion and identity within an organisation. 
Drawing on organisational safety culture as an example, scholars have argued 
that occupational health should follow the safety tradition (Goetzel et al., 2007; 
Leka & Houdmont, 2012). Safety is valued more than operational performance 
(Rochlin, 1999) and is embedded in the culture of an organisation (Choudry, et 
al., 2007). Companies viewed as the employer of choice have applied this 
tradition to employee health; prioritising employee social and mental resources to 
promote wellbeing as part of the everyday business practice (Zwetsloot & Van 
Scheppinger, 2007). These companies view health as an asset to the organisation. 
This human centred approach is associated with internal corporate social 
responsibility (Zweetslot, Leka & Jain, 2008). Internal corporate social 
responsibility reflects situations where the organisation prioritises the welfare of 
its employee by investing in health and safety, human resources and ethical 
management (Bondy et al., 2004). This approach focuses on supporting all 






targeting a limited amount of ‘at-risk’ employees. Subsequently, a healthy 
workforce will improve productivity and innovation which are considered 
resilient behaviours (Goetzel et al., 2007; Russ et al., 2008). 
In summary, it is expected that organisational culture will play a key role in 
making employees more resilient by providing contextual cues that signpost 
proactive employee behaviours.  
2.9.4 Social Networks 
In the workplace, the quality of relationships between colleagues has been 
identified as another antecedent to employee resilience. Social support at work is 
viewed as a resource that is particularly valuable in responding positively to 
challenges at work. Social support provides an individual with a pool of resources 
that they can use to when other resources at work are absent or lacking (Hobfoll, 
1989).  Employees are better able to collectively comprehend challenging 
situations and come up with solutions for the problem (Morgan et al., 2013; 
Stephens et al., 2013; Carmeli et al., 2013) 
Benefits of social support can be understood through four categories: (a) 
emotional support; expression of empathy, caring and trust (b) instrumental 
support; providing aid or service (c) informational support; providing advice, 
information or suggestions and (d) appraisal support; information used for 
evaluative purposes (Koerber et al., 2017; Heany, 2002; Bloom et al., 2001). 
Research on emotional, instrumental, informational, and appraisal support has 
established that support plays a key role in minimising the impact of work 
stressors. 
Caring relationships, defined as those that involved dynamic social interaction, 
have been viewed as an important asset for employee resilience (Bardoel et al., 
2014; Turner, 2014; Wilson & French, 2005; Jackson et al., 2004).  This sense of 
connectedness elicits a number of positive employee outcomes, from emotional 






al., 2016). For example, in the workplace, social support has been consistently 
linked with job satisfaction (de Jonge et al., 2001; Henderson & Argyle, 1985) as 
a buffer against negative mental health symptoms and work demands (Kirkwood 
et al., 2008; Karasek & Theorell, 1990). Additionally, social interactions and 
relationships have been found to develop a sense of belonging (Chiaburu & 
Harrison, 2008;Morrow, 2001).  Coworker relations provide a way of relating to 
others and empathising with other employees. For instance, Freeman and Carson 
(2006) found that employees who experienced trauma at work were more likely 
to return to work and not be absent if their peers supported them through the 
challenging situation. Moreover, employees with strong workplace networks may 
experience greater support for work–life balance as team members may help with 
challenging tasks, share demanding workloads or help with scheduling flexibility 
(Kuntz et al., 2016; Aked et al.,2008). Finally, social networks also represent a 
source of knowledge. Collaborative work among coworkers has been associated 
with increased individual resilience, job satisfaction, and performance (Meneghel 
et al., 2016). 
Employees with a wider social network will have more resources to draw from 
(Kuntz et al., 2017; Halbesleben et al., 2014). Well-supported employees will be 
more likely to exhibit networking leveraging resilient behaviours (e.g. engage in 
collaborative work and seek out support), and further develop the social 
relationships to expand their supportive network which they utilise to address 
challenges at work (Kuntz et al.,2016; Nilakant et al., 2016) 
As seen above, there is overwhelming evidence that social support at work 
generates a social network that employees can draw upon as a resource that 
facilities a number of positive work related outcomes. However, there is an 
important caveat, in that being in a team or work group does not necessarily 
guarantee the development of social support (Henderson & Argyle, 1985). There 
are a wide range of workplace relationships between colleagues and social 






unsolicited social support can be perceived as intrusive and can increase stress 
levels as it decrease autonomy with regards to work (Koerber et al., 2017). In the 
workplace, social relationships can be dysfunctional resulting in negative impacts 
on productivity (Wall & Callister, 1995), on wellbeing (De Dreu and Van de 
Vliert, 1997; Jehn, 1995) and lack of collaboration (Meneghel et al., 2016). 
Negative social network could lead to team members becoming resentful of each 
other, resulting in social isolation (Weyman & Boocock, 2014). Finally, lack of 
group relatedness has also been found to reduce support to new employees, 
decreasing informal learning (Weyman & Boocock, 2014). 
2.9.5 Work–life balance 
Work-Life Balance (WLB) relates to whether the boundary between work and 
non-work life remain separate. Specifically, if employees can engage in home life 
activity without actual work or work related worries interfering (Ollier-Malaterre 
2010; Manfredi &Holliday, 2004). The notion of WLB can be objective in so far 
as it relates to actual hours worked but it can also reflect employee subjective 
perceptions of work/ non-work boundaries (Lahelma et al. 2002; Weyman et al. 
2013; Lyon & Woodward, 2004).  With regards to employee resilience, WLB 
practices may enhance resilience indirectly, for example, WLB promotes 
healthier family and social relationships. This in turn can help develop or enhance 
social and psychological resources employees can draw upon when faced with 
challenges at work (Bardoel et al., 2014). WLB has also been found to impact on 
employee commitment and performance (e.g. Wood & de Menezes, 2010) which 
will promote resilient behaviours. 
2.9.5.1 Flexible work conditions  
One of the main WLB practices organisations offer is flexible work conditions 
(FWC). FWC is defined as the ability an employee has to influence when, where 
and how they work (Bal & De Lange, 2014; Peters et al., 2009). Flexible work 






dismantle increasing the flexibility for when where and how much employees 
work. This flexibility occurs alongside higher levels of job autonomy, being 
managed by objectives, and facing strict deadlines (Allvin et al., 2011; Peters et 
al., 2009). 
Constant change due to global markets and advances in information and 
communications technologies (ICT) has contributed to the reconfiguration of 
work resulting in more flexible working conditions (Redman, Snape, & Ashurst, 
2009; Wajcman et al., 2008; Towers et al., 2006). Scholars argue that FWC have 
contributed to the development of the ‘new employee’ characterised by greater 
span of autonomy and flexibility but also increased accountability and 
intensification of work (Lewis & Smithson, 2006). Consequently, management 
styles of control and close supervision have been replaced by the need for internal 
motivation from employees in order to complete work (Peters, 2000). 
 
Flexible work conditions are frequently adopted to decrease overhead business 
costs however organisations rarely   consider if flexible working will actually 
benefit their staff. Relying on the assumption that flexible working will have a 
positive impact on employees, new ways of working or smart working have 
become common practice (Joyce et al., 2010). Policymakers are increasingly 
promoting legislation that enables flexible working conditions (e.g. hot desking, 
flexible workspaces, home working). However, research is rather contradictory 
when it comes to the positive and/or negative impact flexible work conditions 
have on employee health and well-being as well as employee engagement and 
performance (Golden & Veiga, 2005). 
 
Time flexibility (when to complete work) has been associated with employee 
wellbeing; time flexibility has been found to decrease stress and burnout in 
employees (Nijp et al., 2012;Grzywacz, Carlson & Shulkin, 2008). Benefits of 
WLB have been found to be largely confined to time flexibility and to working 






amount of control and autonomy employees experience with regards to decision 
of when and how to work seems to mediate the relationship between WLB and 
wellbeing reducing work life conflict and improving work performance (Allen et 
al., 2013; Gajendran & Harrison, 2007). Research indicates that the positive 
benefits of FWC are contingent support from the organisation and line managers. 
Flexible work is dependent on good supportive relationship between employees 
and managers; supervisor support has been linked to reduced work-family 
conflict, improved wellbeing and higher work performance (Gajendran, Harrison 
& Delaney-Klinger, 2015; Lapierre & Allen, 2006).  
 
However, research findings on the benefits of flexibility and WLB are 
inconsistent. Increased flexibility does not always facilitate a better work-life 
balance for employees (Ryan & Kossek, 2008; Mesmer,Magnus & Viswesvaran, 
2006; Bryon, 2005). Research has found that location flexibility (where to 
complete work) negatively impacts WLB as the boundaries between work and 
home life become blurred leading to the overlap of family and work 
responsibilities (Wayne et al., 2013; Gajendran & Harrison, 2007). In particular, 
home working increases stress as work/ home life boundaries become blurred 
(Bloom, Liang, Roberts, & Ying, 2012). Ter Hoeven and van Zoonen (2015) 
found location flexibility to be a key factor in damaging employee wellbeing due 
to the constant interruptions of where to complete work. Furthermore, FWCs 
have been found to reduce occurrences of social networking and collaboration 
(Gajendran & Harrison, 2007) as well as reducing work engagement over time 
(Timms et al., 2015; DeCroon et al., 2005). Indeed, employees who regularly 
work remotely and lack social support at work have been found to suffer higher 
rates of mental ill-health compared with employess who are office based (Mann 
& Holdsworth, 2003). Moreover, flexible work has been found to impact 
organisational identity (Knight& Haslam, 2010) and acts as a barrier to concepts 






Despite mixed findings within the literature with regards to positive and negative 
outcomes of FWC what is consistent is the role actual flexibility provision or 
perceived flexibility plays in employee engagement and performance.  Effects of 
the actual use of FWC by employees were discussed above, employee 
perceptions of the accessibility of flexible work conditions can also impact work 
related outcomes. The availability of FWCs has been associated with high 
employee engagement and performance. A possible explanation of this is that 
FWC acts as a signal to employees that they are valued by the organisation, and 
increases perception of supervisor support (Swanberg et al., 2011). This in turn 
increases employee commitment to the organisation. Indeed, significant 
associations have been found between FWAs and employee turnover (Richman et 
al., 2008). 
In sum, research suggests that there is limited support for a clear link between 
flexible working and increased job performance. Organisational productivity may 
benefits more from perceived flexibility than actual flexible work. Moreover, the 
extent to which flexible work enhances work engagement/performance of flexible 
workers largely depends on the relationship between employees and their 
managers 
2.9.6 Human Capital Development  
Training initiatives that target the development of knowledge, skills, and abilities 
have been related to career progression and increase job performance (Wright & 
McMahan, 2011). If an organisation supports/promotes human capital 
development it is seen to display concern for investing in its staff and 
demonstrates an element of valuing employees.  
Specifically, management within the organisation have to be committed to 
competency development and resource optimisation. They need to have the 
capacity to identify areas of strength and improvement in employees (Sommer et 






employee skills and abilities with regards to their job the organisation is 
facilitating the development of resilient behaviours (Kuntz et al., 2016). 
Indirectly, employee perception of accessibility to training and development 
opportunities can be linked to employee resilience. Employee perception of 
accessibility to training has been associated with job satisfaction (Owens, 2006; 
Siebern-Thomas, 2005). Furthermore, employees perceptions of the actual skill 
set compared to their ought to skills with regards to the requirements of the job  
have been linked to lower performance and higher rate of intent to quit 
(Lockwood, 2007; Owens, 2006; Wayne et al. 2002).  
2.9.7 Feedback  
Performance feedback has been found to facilitate resilient behaviours, notably, 
learning, adaptive and feedback-seeking behaviours (Kutnz et al., 2016; Jundt et 
al., 2015). An organisation that prioritises feedback at all levels within the 
organisations creates a feedback culture. Positive performance  feedback can be 
operationalised by manages promoting the importance of errors as a source of 
learning, encouraging collaboration amongst team members and formally 
acknowledging employee efforts at work (Jundt et al., 2015; Schaufeli, 2015). 
Performance feedback promotes goal achievement and employee growth as it 
encourages employees to be creative and proactive at work (Hackman & Oldham, 
1975).  
In addition to performance feedback, normative feedback (recognition and 
expression of appreciation) has been found to act as an external reward for 
employees (Wayne et al., 2002). Consistent with the effort-reward imbalance 
model, work stress might arise if employees perceive they are putting in effort at 
work and this is not recognised/appreciated (Dewhurst et al., 2009; Siegrist, 
2002) 
A work environment that provides frequent, supportive and constructive feedback 






(Halbesleben et al., 2014; Meneghel et al., 2016). Consequently, feedback from 
management is expected to have a positive impact on employee resilient 
behaviours (Kuntz et al., 2016). Both types of feedback will improve the rapport 
between employees and managers. In essence, a feedback culture will facilitate 
two way communication were employees feel comfortable approaching the 
manager for support (Meneghel et al., 2016; Aldana et al., 2012). This will 
encourage employees to seek out feedback and support from managers as well as 
promote growth by learning from mistakes (Tonkin et al., 2018; Kuntz et al., 
2017; Jundt et al., 2015) 
2.10 Summary 
From the above discussed it has been established that employees play a critical 
role in change success as well as organisational resilience. For organisations to 
succeed and thrive in the current market climate developing and maintaining 
employee well-being and engagement are essential for ensuring organisational 
resilience (Nilakant et al., 2016). 
In order to this researchers now argue that organisations need to move away from 
reactivity to the emotional upheaval caused by continuous change, and move 
towards a deliberate investment in the development of resilience in all the people 
who work there (Luthans, Vogelgesang, & Lester, 2006). However, research on 
resilience in the workplace has recently been criticised for its limited validity in 
the work context. Criticisms have been on two main concepts: Individual-centric 
and reactive focused. Most research around employee resilience so far has 
identified trait like characteristics (eg. Hardiness, Optimism) and focused on the 
individual as the target for change. Additionally, research has heavily focused on 
adaptive resilience identifying psychosocial risk factors at work that employees 
can overcome limiting the scope for developing resilience in times of stability 






Methodologists argue that the reason the individual is target at the intervention 
level is due to the nature of work and the complexity of an organisation providing 
difficulties for research and can reflect potential methodological compromises 
(Beaglehole et al., 2004; Craig et al., 2008). For example the researcher may have 
limited control over constant changes in the organisational environment and 
multiple stakeholders may be involved (Egan et al., 2010). However this has 
compromised our understanding of what organisational factors can promote or 
erode work-related employee resilience. This study defines employee resilience 
as an “employee capability, facilitated and supported by the organisation, to 
utilize resources to continually adapt and flourish at work, even if/when faced 
with challenging circumstances.”  There is a need to identify how organisations 
can support employees going through change by creating enabling conditions to 
enhance employee adaptability.  
This thesis aimed to extend the system thinking approach to employee resilience; 
there is a need to integrate all elements of an organisational system in order to 
better understand the relationship between components. Understanding these 
relationships will provide insight into what organisational variables challenge or 
facilitate the building of employee resilience. Furthermore a central aim of this 
research was to develop and validate a measure of work related factors that have 
the potential to enable employee resilience in times of change. Therefore, this 
project will aim to contribute to research focusing on how organisations can 
support employees going through change by creating enabling work environment 
that function as resources to enhance employee adaptability.  
2.11 Conclusions 
 To preserve vitality in the arduous environment of organisational change 
organisations need to focus on supporting employees cope with the 
upheaval. Organizations are necessitated to focus on employee resilience.  
 There is a distinct difference between personal resilience and employee 






work and not a set of dispositions, beliefs or attitudes about one’s ability 
to deal with adversity.  However, there is a gap in the literature on 
resilience in the workplace.  The majority of studies examining resilience 
at work operationalise it as a dispositional trait rather than as a 
developable capacity. This trait perspective of resilience ignores 
organisational factors enabling the enactment of resilience in the 
workplace.  
 Limited research has examined the role organisations play in enhancing 
employee resilient behaviours within the workplace. Moreover, the 
limited research that has examined workplace resilience from a systemic 
framework primarily focuses on resilience following major incidents. 
There remains a lack of research which explores how systems and 
organisations can facilitate or influence workplace resilience following 

















Chapter 3  
Methodology for Qualitative Studies  
3.0 Introduction 
This chapter details the research methodology used in both qualitative studies 
reported in this thesis. Initially the discussion centres on describing the 
ontological and epistemological assumptions adopted by the researcher. The 
discussion then moves on to describe the execution of the methodology adopted 
in each study, including the selection of  participants and design of the interview 
schedules, as well as the process of data collection and analysis. 
Detailed justification for using a qualitative approach for each study is provided in the 
respective chapters that relate to studies one and five of this thesis (see chapter 4 and 8). 
Furthermore, presentation of each study’s finding will also be provided in separate 
chapters. This current chapter provides an overview of the execution of the qualitative 
methodology adopted by the researcher in both studies.  
3.1 Epistemological and ontological positioning   
Working under the umbrella of qualitative methods the researcher needs to 
clearly explain his/her position in relation to the data (Madill et al., 2000).  What 
follows is a description of the methodological and design choices the researcher 
made. Ontology is concerned with the nature of reality; what is real or what 
exists?  (Patton, 1990; Denzin & Lincoln, 1994). Ontology addresses the debate 
of whether or not there is a relationship between the real world and human 
interpretations of it (Braun & Clarke, 2013). Ontology determines if there is a 
single reality that exists out there or if our knowledge of what is real is 
constructed by our subjective perspective of the world (Willig, 2000).  A critical 
realist stance was adopted as the ontological underpinning for the qualitative 
studies. Critical realism argues the existence of both real and social worlds; 
realities can exist independent of human interpretations but are also shaped by 






Research conducted within a critical realist framework focuses on the way 
participants make sense of their experiences and how the social context they are 
situated-in influences their knowledge of the world (Braun & Clarke, 2013). The 
aim is to discover a partial reality; instead of discovering an accurate 
representation of what happened the researcher is interested in understanding the 
participants ‘reality’ or knowledge about the experience (Willig, 2000). 
Therefore, under the assumptions of critical realism the same event can be 
experienced in different ways depending on the individual and the context in 
which it occurs. However, it is important to note that this does not suggest that 
aspects of the participants constructed knowledge are not authentic or represent 
the truth about what is going on. The researcher attempts to understand ‘what is 
the world like for this participant?’ (Sullivan, 1998). The current project aimed to 
understand ‘what is it like to work for a LA under the current economic climate 
for participants? This can be achieved by the researcher getting close to 
participants and talking to them in the form of interviews or focus groups in order 
to hear participants voice or story (Gaskell, 2000).  
Within the realm of a qualitative paradigm the researcher must also adopt an 
epistemological stance. Epistemology is a philosophical concept concerned with 
the nature of knowledge; what can be known and how can this knowledge be 
unveiled (Willig, 2000).What kind of knowledge a methodology aims to produce 
depends on the epistemological position a researcher assumes. A number of 
epistemological positions exists; the realist, the contextual constructionist and the 
radical constructionist (Madill et al., 2000; Henwood & Pidgeon, 1994). This 
study employed the epistemological stance of contexualism that is congruent to 
the ontological position of critical realism (Willig, 2000). Analogous with critical 
realism, a contextual constructionism framework posits that humans actively 
interpret and make judgments about the world around them and that these 
practices are informed by the cultural systems in which they operate (Madill et 






Henwood and Pidgeon (1994) argue that contexualism is fitting for the human 
sciences. Contexualism sits between experiential and critical orientations to data 
(Patton, 1990; Willig, 2000; Braun & Clarke, 2006). It is concerned with 
documenting participants’ experience of the world but is also interested in taking 
apart these experiences and looking at the critical meaning of participant 
accounts. Therefore, working within a contextualist epistemology the emphasis is 
on the description or representation of the participant’s world through their eyes 
in addition to understanding beliefs, attitudes and behaviour within the context 
they were produced (Madill et al., 2000).  
The researcher perceived the context in which participants accounts emerged as a 
key tenet for both studies, due to the different strata of contextual influences that 
could impinge upon employee accounts. The Local Authority’s context could be 
constituted of both micro and macro level factors. Micro level factors refer to the 
everyday environment staff encounter in their working lives, such as, the physical 
environment, or the social situations they find themselves in, whereas, macro 
level influences could be driven by cultural, economic or political factors 
(Wilkinson, 2000). Parker (1996) suggests that if contextualism utilises a critical 
realist position then the underlying logic which sits behind participant accounts 
can be discovered. This suggests that understanding the context in which 
participants are embedded in is vital in recognising what drives subjective and 
socially constructed knowledge. Additionally, based on examples of published 
findings (see Blaxter, 1983; Bryman et al., 1996) the researcher was confident 
that the particular situation or environment participants experience would have 
implications for the kind of factors they talked about in relation to employee 
resilience.  
A final assumption that exists within a contextualist framework is the need to find 
some form of grounding for the research (Madill et al., 2000; Wilkinson, 2000). 
Qualitative researchers often find that participants produce multiple versions of 






(Wilkinson, 2000). If multiple realities exist and are contextually bound then the 
onus on researchers is to ground the research in participant accounts. This will 
enable the researcher to form a complete picture in relation to the variables that 
can either build or erode employee resilience. Therefore, the current project is 
grounded in its subject matter, Local authority employees, to derive insight into 
how employees perceive and experience their working life at the LA in order to 
identify how workplace change influences employee resilience.  
3.2 Ethical considerations 
This project was awarded ethical approval by the Psychology Ethics Committee 
at the University of Bath (reference number 13-038). The researcher referred to 
Codes of Ethics and Conduct (British Psychological Society (BPS), 2009) as a 
guide to ethically sound research (see appendix B for ethics proposal).  The 
principal ethical issues raised by this study related to the voluntariness of 
participation and maintaining anonymity of the LA employees.  The researcher 
anticipated that participants might have concerns about their privacy, and any 
personal information being used for other purposes by the participating 
organisation. Below is a discussion of how ethical issues were managed.  
3.2.1 Consent and confidentiality  
As a result of the participating organisation contacting employees first to 
advertise the project the researcher wanted to guarantee staff that they were under 
no obligation to participate. The Local Authority agreed to include a statement in 
the email sent to employees around the voluntary nature of participation in the 
research project. In addition to this, the researcher emphasised in the follow up 
email sent to potential participants that they were under no obligation to 
participate and had the right to withdraw at any time in the process. Prior to 
conducting the interviews the researcher informed all participants of the general 
purpose of the study and stressed the fact that data was being gathered for 






will be made available to any third party (notably LA managers and other staff) 
in any attributable form. Once participants were content with the confidentiality 
of their responses they were informed of their right to withdraw at any time and 
asked to given written consent for taking part in the study. 
3.2.2 Anonymity  
In order to maintain anonymity the researcher did not request participants names 
on the consent form just a signature. Additionally, participants were made aware 
that there was no need to disclose their names during the interview. However, if 
participants did refer to themselves or colleagues in an attributable manner it was 
not possible to anonymize the raw data immediately as data was collected via 
audio recorders. Nonetheless, only the researcher handled and had access to the 
raw data and assigned pseudonyms to protect participants’ anonymity while 
transcribing the data. The researcher ensured that the results of the research were 
anonymised when published and that no information published enabled 
participants to be identified. 
3.2.3 Data protection and storage 
Data collection and storage adhered to the Data Protection Act 1998. The data 
and transcripts used for research were held securely on a University of Bath 
server and access is restricted the researcher through a password protected data 
file. The hard copy formats of the transcripts were stored in a locked cabinet in 
the researcher office at the University of Bath at the time of the analysis.  
Additionally, the project complied with the NHS Good Practice Guidelines for 
the conduct of psychological research (BPS, 2014). The original audio files and 
data generated from them (i.e. transcripts) were kept for 5 years. Other forms of 








3.2.4 Risks to participants and feedback  
When considering the principle of responsibility (BPS, 2009) with regards to 
‘doing no harm’ to participants the researcher could not foresee any particular 
risks that might arise in relation to the study. However, when conducting research 
it is never possible to ascertain no risk at all. In attempt to minimise any potential 
risks participants were asked if they had any questions once the interview was 
completed and were provided with details of sources of support if the questions 
asked caused distress to any participant (see appendix D and G for debrief 
forms). The researcher was reassured that ‘no harm’ had come to participants as 
the majority of them disclosed they found the interview process cathartic as they 
felt their voice had been heard. All participants were given a brief summary 
detailing the explicit purpose of the research and informed of how to access to be 
access the research findings once they were available.  
3.3 Participants 
3.3.1 Sampling strategy 
The sample used in a study is a key determinant of the quality and type of data 
that will be collected (Suzuki et al., 2007).  In deciding the ‘type’ of a sample 
needed a researcher must consider if the selected characteristics will help inform 
and develop the study’s analytic goal (Braun & Clarke, 2013). The sample should 
embody the potential to represent the array of potential contrasts of interest. With 
this in mind a purposive sampling strategy was employed for the qualitative 
studies of this project. Purposive sampling involves recruiting participants 
referenced to a set of pre-ordained demographic criteria, describe by Patton 
(2002) as ‘information rich cases’, that will generate an in-depth understanding of 
the phenomenon being investigated (Sullivan, 1998). Additionally, stratification 
was used alongside purposive sampling in order to ensure the diversity of the 
sample. For the purpose of these studies the variation in the sample was in 






descriptions (detailed job descriptions are provided in appendix I). The researcher 
aimed to include employees from various departments within the LA (for 
example managers versus front line staff or social workers versus legal services) 
to account for the fact that different groups of employees might have different 
experiences of organisational change. Stratification was also important to enable 
the researcher to generate a diverse perspective around factors that can influence 
employee resilience by identifying any commonalities or differences in the way 
diverse employee groups articulate their experiences of working at the LA. 
Specific to the first qualitative study (chapter 4), the researcher made an active 
decision to purposefully recruit trade union members and occupational health 
counsellors. This was done as members of these groups were viewed as 
‘information rich cases’. Having dealt with multiple employee issues surrounding 
organisational change and everyday working life within the LA, they embodied 
the potential to provide specific examples as well as a more global perspective 
about variables that impact employee resilience. Additionally, on a more practical 
note, due to their exposure to a greater number of employees than it was possible 
to interview for this study their accounts were deemed valuable.   
3.3.2 Sample size  
Traditionally the sample size sufficiency within a study is determined on the 
basis of achieving saturation (Charmaz, 2006; Bowen, 2008), i.e. the point at 
which  the process of collecting data ceases to generate new insight, having 
reached a consensus, where no new categories of data emerge (Charmaz, 2006). 
However, Recently, it has been argued that viewing saturation as a generic 
quality marker for sample size is inappropriate; there being a need to address the 
study’s theoretical assumptions in relation to sampling (Caelli et al., 2003; 
O’Reilly & Parker, 2012). Taking the epistemological stance adopted in this 
project into account and the need to move towards a more multidisciplinary 
perspective of resilience the goal of this thesis was to seek completeness as 






base the sample size on saturation; sampling adequacy was used as a criterion 
instead.  
O’Reilly and Parker (2012) argue that sampling adequacy is not purely based on 
the number of participants but is determined by the appropriateness of the data 
participants will generate. Therefore, the researcher identified the need to select a 
sample of 20 or more participants which tends to be common in studies that aim 
to identify patterns in participant accounts (Braun & Clarke, 2013; Terry & 
Braun, 2011). However, the key driver was to acquire an appropriate sample to 
gain a diverse perspective and fuller understanding of the occurring social and 
psychological phenomena. A cross-section slice of staff by function was deemed 
appropriate to gain such insight (see appendix I and J for job and directorate 
breakdown).  
3.3.3 Recruitment 
Initial contact with potential participants in both studies was made via the 
participating organisation, via a global email to make potential volunteers aware 
that the study was being conducted.  The researcher followed through by 
contacting the potential participants who expressed an interested in participating 
in the research.  The email contained a copy of the information sheet (see 
appendix C and F) in order to offer additional details of the purpose and 
procedures used in the studies. The email also clearly stated the independence of 
the University of Bath as a research body from the LA in order to address any 
employee concerns around concealed agendas. Finally, volunteers who were still 
interested in taking part in the research were screened for eligibility based on the 
inclusion criteria (see box 1 and 2) and then contacted to set up an interview date 








Box 1. Participant Inclusion criteria for study one and five 
 Participant was above the age of eighteen 
 Work at or for the LA  
 Was able to give informed consent 
 Different jobs types and status 
 Direct experience or knew of  colleagues that 
were experiencing organisational change 
 
Box 2. Additional Participant Inclusion criteria for NWoW for study five 
 Organisation had established policy/programme 
of flexible working  
 Participant’s jobs need to be deregulated i.e. 
different from traditional dimensions of how 
work operates 
 Variation of flexibility (eg. extremely flexible 
manager vs less flexible admin assistant)  
 
3.4 Data collection method  
3.4.1 Focus Groups vs One to One Interviews 
A range of qualitative data collection methods exist; widely applied examples 
include interviews, focus groups and qualitative surveys.  A key decision the 
researcher had to make related to selecting either an individual (one to one 
interviews) or a group (e.g. focus group) elicitation technique. The majority of 
qualitative research guides suggest adopting a data collection method best suited 
to answering the proposed research question (Braun & Clarke, 2013; Breakwell, 
2012; Sullivan, 1998). For both studies the researcher considered the merits and 






Proponents of focus groups have argued that often multiple participants can feed 
off each other providing a much richer discussion than if they have been 
interviewed alone (McManus, 2007; Merton et al., 1990).  A richer discussion 
can emerge as respondents reduce their inhibitions and speak feely as well as 
stimulate conversation with details that other respondent may have forgotten. 
However, McManus (2007) cautions that the relative position each has within the 
organisation needs to be considered when conducting focus groups. Moreover, 
study one’s findings were to provide a strong empirical grounds for a future 
survey development study. Focus groups have been argued to be beneficial in the 
development of surveys as they provide insight on relevant language and topics 
respondents relate to (Fuller et al., 1993). From a practical standpoint, the 
advantage of conducting multiple interviews at once via the use of focus groups 
was deemed beneficial. This would allow the researcher to increase the number 
of participants and variability of responses formed by cohorts of employees with 
similar relative position within the organisation; “to explore shared ways of 
making sense of critical issues” (Weyman et al., 2006).  
The drawback of employing focus groups is that there is the possibility of group 
think effects; individuals of the group may change their views to correspond to 
that of the majority of the group (Morgan, 1993). Conversely, one to one 
interviews, avoid group think dynamics as the interviewer guides the agenda for 
the interview not the group. Furthermore, proponents of one to one interviews 
suggest that such interviews can be useful in addressing ‘influencing factor type’ 
research questions (Michie et al., 1996). This corresponded with the overall 
purpose of the project to identify factors that influence employee resilience. 
Additionally, one to one interviews are recognised as especially fit for purpose in 
exploring participant experiences and perceptions around a topic that participants 
view themselves as having a stake in (Robson, 1993; Braun & Clarke, 2013).   
While focus groups and one to one interviews both had their merits ultimately the 






a large organisation. Once embedded within the organisation it became very clear 
that the practicalities of the configuration of work in large busy organisation and 
the context of work can preclude, or at least restrict the opportunities to use focus 
groups. At the time of data gathering the participating organisation was 
experiencing unprecedented changes and the researcher was made aware that 
team and/or interpersonal dynamics might be unstable. For instance two team 
members in the same position within the organisation could be competing for the 
same job due budget cuts and loss of jobs. While the relative job position of each 
participant could be taken into account and dealt with the dynamics of working 
relationships of the same level employee could not be known prior to the 
interview. Therefore, it was deemed an important issue that might compromise 
the flow of information due to employees not feeling comfortable and inhibited 
over discussing private and/or sensitive experiences around fellow co-workers 
(Sullivan, 1998). Given the turbulent context within the LA the researcher 
deemed an individual elicitation strategy most appropriate. Over and above issues 
regarding group dynamics, in study five, given that employees were now working 
flexibly made it increasingly hard to arrange a time and location that suited more 
than one staff member. This also made one to one interviews a more suitable 
choice.  
3.4.2 Semi structured interviews  
Having decided that individual interviews constituted the best fit, a presenting 
issue related to the most appropriate format and structure.  Semi structured 
interviews were selected  due to their capacity to provide a degree of direction 
and focus while at the same time affording respondents latitude in the scope of 
the accounts. Moreover, semi structured interviews are widely cited as 
embodying the capacity  to provide rich and detailed responses to the specific 
questions asked (Denzin & Lincoln, 1994) but also allow for a degree of 
flexibility in relation to the information the participants disclose (Breakwell, 






highly relevant to themselves but also provides the researcher with scope to 
follow up on unanticipated issues that might spontaneously emerge. A final point 
to add is that interviewing as a method of data collection is well suited to the 
sampling strategy (purposeful in conjunction with stratification) employed in this 
study (Patton, 2002).  The flexibility that accompanies semi structured interviews 
allowed the researcher to adapt the schedule to the needs of the diverse group of 
employees recruited.   
3.4.3 Design of interview schedule  
A well designed interview schedule is a fundamental component for collecting 
rich and detailed data (Stainton-Rogers, 2011) and making participants feel 
comfortable with answering the questions asked (Breakwell, 2012). The 
development of both interview schedules was informed by the researcher’s 
knowledge of relevant research and theory (Joffe & Elsey, 2014). Additionally, 
insight of organisational changes and climate at the time of both qualitative 
studies was also used to develop initial line of questioning.  
Good practice suggests that an interview schedule should be able to guide the 
participant through a set of issues which seem sensibly related and in a sequence 
that will make sense to them (Breakwell, 2012). Therefore questions were 
ordered from general to specific. The researcher was also aware that the wording 
of the questions could influence how comfortable participants felt in disclosing 
information (Smith, 1995).  In response to the difficulties often encountered in 
generating accurate questions and appropriate ordering of the questions, the 
interview schedules utilised in this thesis were piloted. A small sample (N=2) was 
drawn for piloting the respective interview schedules developed for studies one 
and five. In each case the pilot interviews were conducted with one manager and 
one front line staff. The main purpose of piloting the schedule was to test if 
participants could comprehend the questions included and to elicit respondent 
view on whether any important topics had been omitted. In particular, the 






that were often ambiguous due to their exploratory nature and if particular 
technical terms were known to the respondents. 
The pilot involved the researcher conducting each interview and, immediately 
after completing this, asking participants if they found any of the questions 
ambiguous, confusing or perturbing. After completion of each pilot interview the 
researcher also generated field notes on the progress of the interview. Analysis of 
the progress was also made by listening back to the interview’s audio recording. 
A breakdown of issues identified and the composition of the final interview 
schedule for each study is discussed below.  
3.4.3.1 Study one 
The first interview schedule targeted the ongoing organisational change and the 
impact of organisational change on employee resilience.  
It became apparent after reflecting on findings from the pilot that the broader and 
more exploratory type of questions, such as ‘how would you describe working for 
this organisation’ were well understood and elicited an in-depth and considered 
response from participants.  A number of the questions were supplemented with 
elaborative probes (extracted from Kreuger, 1998) used in order to obtain more 
detail but on the whole participants were very open and descriptive.  Moreover, it 
became clear from the pilot that discussing the day to day situations and 
operations provided more detailed examples and discussions of factors such as 
communication, leadership and organisational vision.  
In contrast to the broader questions, the researcher deemed it appropriate to refine 
the wording of more technical type questions such as ‘what are the biggest 
organisational challenges that impact upon employee resilience’. The use of the 
word ‘resilience’ was appropriately interpreted by the manager as it was 
terminology or a buzzword used among senior management at the time of the 
project. However, the front line interviewee found it hard to relate to the term and 







Consideration and discussion of this issue with the researcher’s supervisor and 
contacts within the LA proposed that questions were refined to discuss a healthy 
workforce as opposed to a resilient one. It is transparently important as a general 
principle to use language that respondents are familiar with; in this case the 
ambiguity around resilience needed to be translated to more familiar parlance. 
Atman et al. (1994, p779) argue that “whatever the goal of a communication, its 
designers need to address the mental models that recipients bring to it, that is, the 
pattern of knowledge gaps, overly general understandings, and outright 
misconceptions that can frustrate learning.” Thus there is a need to acknowledge 
a possible disparate understanding of terms such as wellbeing or resilience among 
academics/ senior management and lower ranked employees. Moreover, there is 
ambiguity regarding the conceptual clarity and practical relevance of the concept 
of resilience in the literature (Hanisch, 2016; see chapter 2 for conflicting 
conceptualisations). Therefore with no fixed general definition of resilience it is 
unlikely that we can expect laymen to have a clear interpretation of the concept.  
 
The term healthy workforce was selected as the term health at work was familiar 
to employees at the LA as it was used in organisational surveys previously 
distributed that targeted physical, productivity and mental health concerns. While 
the researcher did not deem resilience and health as synonymous the term healthy 
as portrayed in the LA did seem to be an appropriate alternative to resilience as 
both enabling and risk factors could be identified. The decision to add in a further 
question regarding how employees define a healthy workforce was made. This 
would allow the researcher to have a clear picture as to what behaviours, beliefs 
and attitudes interviewees were referring to. Congruence of responses to the 
definition of employee resilience as provided by this thesis could be determined. 
If participants’ frame of reference was far from the definition provided the 
researcher could clarify what they meant. An alternative was to provide a 
definition of resilience from the outset of the study however this ran the risk of 






Despite the differences in technical meaning of health and resilience on balance 
the researcher considered the best compromise to be to use a phrase, i.e. healthy 
workforce, where there was likely to be least ambiguity and greatest consensus 
across the sample.  Ultimately, any error attributable to the inherent difference 
between the terms could reasonably be considered to constitute common (same 
for all demographics) rather than systemic (bigger impact on responses one 
demographic compared with the next).  
Finally, as it was important to make sure any issues of high relevance to 
participants were not ignored the interviewer asked participants at the end of the 
pilot sessions if there was anything that had individual or organisational 
relevance that had not been covered.  All respondents stated that they were happy 
by what was covered and believed all issues important to them and their 
colleagues were prompted through the questions asked.   
The final version of the first interview schedule (see appendix E) covered how 
participants felt about the organisation they worked for and the teams they 
worked in, how organisational change had affected them, organisational culture, 
their experiences around health and wellbeing at work, as well as organisational 
factors that may play a part in building a healthy workforce.  
3.4.3.2 Study five  
The second interview schedule was focused on the change employees were 
experiencing around increased flexibility in the way they were working. The 
nature of the questions asked were in line with the first interview schedule as the 
process of change was to also be examined in this study. However, the questions 
needed to be more specific to the introduction of new ways of working (NWoW). 
Therefore, the second interview schedule included questions about changes to the 
location and nature of work, the introduction and usefulness of technology, the 
alignment of the change and the requirements of one’s job and finally what 






The pilot study for the second interview schedule highlighted the fact different 
terminology was used in different parts of the organisation to describe the 
transition to more flexible work conditions. For instance the terms hot desking, 
home working, agile working and flexible working were all used to describe the 
situation of new ways of working. Given this lack of coherence the interview 
schedule included NWoW as an overarching term (refer to appendix H) but the 
researcher deemed it more appropriate to substitute NWoW with the way in 
which individual employees labelled their flexible working conditions at the start 
of the interview. For instance, if the interviewee mentioned working agilely, 
NWoW was substituted in the interview questions.   
Furthermore, discussion with the manager interviewee raised concern about what 
new ways of working meant for new employees or employees that get relocated 
into a new team. As a result of this insight an additional question regarding staff 
experience of or perception of how NWoW could impact new comers was 
included in the final schedule. Similar to study one’s pilot the researcher asked 
participants at the end of the pilot sessions if they felt they had the opportunity to 
express all issues relevant to the introduction of flexible work conditions. 
Overall, both interviewees expressed feeling satisfied with the depth of 
discussion.  
Overall, the researcher also viewed the pilots as an opportunity to practice and 
improve the techniques used in conducting interviews.  Insight obtained from 
listening to the interview recording revealed that the researcher needed to leave 
more time for the participants to reflect and expand upon their view before using 
prompts. Additionally, the researcher became more experienced at explaining the 
importance of the research and the significance of the participants to feel 
comfortable and open in his/her response. Using expressions like ‘you are the 
expert’, ‘we want to hear about your opinion and experiences’ seemed to be 







3.5 Data collection process 
The Interviews were conducted at two separate points, July 2013 for study one 
and May 2015 for study five. Participants interviewed in 2013 were interviewed 
using the first interview schedule which aimed to capture employee experience of 
the general organisation upheaval employees were experiencing. The second 
qualitative study was conducted in 2015 when the introduction of NWoW had 
begun using the second interview schedule. The interview phase and process for 
both studies is detailed below.  
3.5.1 Order of Interviewees 
Across both studies typically the initial interviews were conducted with 
individuals in more senior (typically managerial) grades. This sequence was 
purposive, being designed to enhance the researcher’s background knowledge of 
the changes and the central issues the respective service/function was facing. This 
enabled the researcher to have a better understanding/ contextualisation of the 
issues and concerns expressed by front line interviewees. 
3.5.2 Location and duration  
For both studies the duration of the interviews ranged between 30 and 65 
minutes.  An important consideration was that participants felt comfortable in the 
location the interview was conducted in. Therefore, participants had the choice of 
deciding where they felt most comfortable; in their own office environment or if 
they preferred a neutral location if they did not want others to find out they were 
participating in the study. Subsequently, the researcher made sure the set-up of 
the selected location did not create an intimidating environment; this was to 
facilitate a more conversational rather than formal interview style (Braun & 









Interviews were audio recorded with the permission of the participants; 
participants agreed to be recorded prior to attending the interview session and 
confirmed this in person on the day. Audio recording was selected to facilitate 
rapport development between the participant and the researcher. It is difficult to 
engage and conduct a successful interview when the focus is not on the 
participant but on note taking (Breakwell, 2012).  Furthermore, audio recording 
provides a permanent comprehensive record of employee experiences allowing 
the researcher to have an accurate record of participant accounts to refer to after 
the interview (Fasick, 2001). Alongside audio data the researcher also made field 
notes after concluding each interview. Charmaz (2006) proposed that this 
technique facilitates the collection of detailed and rich data. The researcher 
reflected on the progress of the interviews, for example how the researcher felt 
participants reacted to the questions asked or if it felt like participants were 
forthcoming or holding details back. Additionally, a record was made of 
important features disclosed by participant alongside ideas for subsequent or 
follow-up questions for the subsequent interviews.  
3.5.4 Interview process  
All interviews began with the researcher outlining the objectives of the research 
project without revealing the central research agenda that related to employee 
resilience. This was done so as to not compromise the validity of participants’ 
subsequent answers; the researcher did not want participants to discuss what they 
thought the researcher wanted to hear. All participants were asked if they were 
comfortable with being recorded and were explicitly reassured about 
confidentiality issues.  Each interviewee was presented with the information sheet 
for a second time and given the opportunity to ask any questions before signing 






The interviews began by the researcher emphasising that the participant was the 
expert and the researcher was simply interested in hearing the participant’s 
‘voice’ and therefore there were no right or wrong answers. The researcher 
wanted to empower the participants and build a rapport with them so that they 
would feel more comfortable talking about their experiences. Additionally, the 
opening question for both studies related to the change process within the LA and 
what this experience had been like for the interviewee. This was designed to 
facilitate discussion as the researcher was certain that all participants had recently 
experienced some amount of change within their working lives. The interviews 
proceeded with the researcher using the interview schedules as a guide to 
stimulate discussion. The discussion developed around the question prompts 
outlined in Appendix E and H, particularly if interviewees showed hesitation or 
uncertainty in how to proceed.  
Throughout all interview processes the researcher attempted to facilitate and 
moderate the conversation using probes and showing interest in the participants’ 
experiences (Rubin & Rubin, 1995).  Once the interviews felt like they came to a 
natural end participants were asked if they had anything further they would like 
to add or discuss. 
At the end of the interview sessions the full research agenda and future ambitions 
were explained to the participants. The participants were once again assured that 
their identities would remain anonymous and that they were allowed access to 
their transcription and/or findings of the studies. Additionally, all participants 
were provided with a debrief sheet (see appendix D and G) where they were 
provided with support details had the interviews caused any distress. Finally, the 
researcher addressed any last queries the participants had and thanked them for 








3.6 Sample characteristics  
A total of 20 staff members were recruited to participate in the first qualitative 
study and 16 LA employees took part in the NWoW study. As previously 
mentioned, the diversity by role and relative positions employees have within the 
LA is substantial due to the size of the organisation. While a comprehensive 
sample by job role was difficult to obtain given the various service provisions 
(see appendix J for detailed breakdown of service provision) a cross section 
representative  range of grades was achieved in each study Table 1 represents a 
breakdown of the sample used in this study (see appendix I for detailed 
breakdown by job role). 
Table 2. Face to face interview sample  
Job Description Number of Participants 
 Study one   Study five  
Managerial Staff 7  6 
Trade Union Representatives 2 - 
Front Line Staff 10               10 
Occupational Health Counsellor 1 - 
 
3.7 Data Analysis 
Thematic analysis as described by Braun and Clarke (2006) was selected as the 
analytic strategy for both qualitative studies. Thematic analysis (TA) is a method 
utilised for identifying and constructing patterns, interactions and/or themes 
within data (Braun & Clarke, 2013). It is important to note that TA is purely an 






research such as discourse analysis or grounded theory (Braun & Clarke, 2012). 
Braun and Clarke (2012) argue TA’s strength lies in the fact that there are no 
theoretical assumptions built into TA. Subsequently it can be flexible and 
analysis can be conducted in various ways. For example, Braun and Clarke 
(2012) propose that if it is central to the research agenda to produce a fully 
developed grounded theory analysis the researcher can utilise TA and not adhere 
to all the theoretical commitments within a grounded theory framework.  
However, due to the flexibility of the method it is vital the researcher makes an 
active decision regarding what form of TA will be adopted and this must be 
informed by the research question under investigation (Braun & Clarke, 2006).   
As discussed in the section 3.1 the researcher is situated within a critical realist or 
contextual framework; focus is on the way participant make sense of their 
experiences and how the broader social context influences those meanings 
(Ussher, 1999; Willig, 2000). Therefore, an empiricist view of knowledge 
acquisition was adopted; this refers to the notion that any knowledge claims must 
be grounded in data (Chalmers, 1999; Willig, 2000).  According to Braun and 
Clarke (2013) analysis conducted from a critical realist perspective best suits an 
inductive approach to Thematic Analysis. Analysis using an inductive process is 
focused on patterns and themes that will be derived from the data itself and not 
from a set of prior theories or preconceptions the researcher brings to the data 
(Braun & Clarke, 2006; Boyatzis, 1998). Such a data driven approach would be 
of benefit as few qualitative studies have previously examined organisational 
change and the impact it has on employee resilience. This would allow for 
identification of unexpected themes in the data (Braun & Clarke, 2006). 
Nonetheless, Braun and Clarke (2006) argue researchers rarely analyse data 
completely free from a theoretical standpoint. At the very least researchers 
conduct a literature reviews prior to data collection to know whether the topic or 






comprehensive review of the literature was conducted prior to coding the 
transcripts to inform the research questions created.  
Moreover, the literature review was performed to sensitise the researcher to any 
concepts/themes that could be missed or ignored in the data if not acknowledged 
prior to coding. Boyatzis (1998) suggests that knowledge relevant to the topic 
being studied is vital for the researcher to be prepared to see what is in the data. 
However, when the analysis is positioned as inductive it is essential for the 
researcher to remember that prior conceptions and theories represent only one 
view among many (Charmaz, 2006). The researcher needs to be cautious as to not 
impose his/her preconceptions on the data, instead pre-existing ideas should earn 
their way into the analysis. 
In conclusion, the researcher predominately adhered to an inductive form of TA 
that prioritised participants own framing of their experiences (data-driven) with 
the conducted literature review simply highlighting any major gaps. However the 
researcher was aware that data analysis was approached with pre-existing ideas 
about change processes and factors relevant to resilience, but tried to remain 
inductive when examining the data.   
The next sections will describe the processes the researcher engaged in when 
analysing the data. The analysis was conducted in accordance with Braun and 
Clarke (2006) guidelines for performing their proposed six phase thematic 











Box 3. Braun and Clarke’s (2006) six phases of Thematic Analysis. 
Thematic analysis phases 
Familiarisation of the data 
Generating initial codes 
Searching for Themes 
Reviewing Themes 
Defining Themes 
Producing the report 
 
3.7.1 Transcription and Data familiarisation  
Transcription is the process of transforming audio data into written text (Halcomb 
et al., 2003; Oliver, Seovrich & Mason, 2005). The depth and detail included in 
the written text will depend on the methodological design employed in the study 
(Tashakkori & Tedddlie 2003; MacLean et al 2004). Denaturalism was adopted 
as a strategy for transcription of both qualitative studies. It refers to the 
transformation of speech into written text with the removal of micro details such 
as stutters, pauses or accents. The emphasis lies in the accurate depiction of the 
informational content disclosed by individuals during the interview (Oliver et al., 
2005).  The written text in denaturalised transcripts represent participants use of 
speech to construct and convey their perceptions and experiences (MacLeod et 
al., 2004). MacLeod (1995) argues that if the researcher is interested in the 
information shared during the interview, then the mechanics of speech are less 
important than the content of the interview. Therefore, the use of denaturalised 
transcription practices was deemed congruent with the needs of thematic analysis 
(Halcomb et al., 2003) and with the researcher interest in employee experience of 
the day to day working life at the LA. Having participated in the interview 
process the researcher thought it to be beneficial to transcribe the verbal accounts 
on her own in order to retain the participant’s intended meaning as much as 






Furthermore, research suggests that the act of transcribing forms a part of the data 
analysis process (Braun & Clarke, 2006; Halcomb et al., 2003; Wellard & 
Mckenna, 2001). It is considered as a technique for researchers to familiarise 
themselves with the data.  Braun and Clarke (2006) include the transcription 
process in their primary thematic analysis phase of data familiarisation. The 
process of transcribing is thought to enhance the researcher’s understanding of 
the data and will allow the researcher to become immersed in the data at an early 
stage (Braun & Clarke, 2012).  
3.7.2 Initial coding 
In each qualitative study, after the transcription process was completed the 
researcher read over the entire transcript collection actively and analytically to 
generate initial ideas about what the data means.  The researcher manually made 
notes of data and immersed themselves in the data searching for codes and 
preliminary patterns. Lines, sentences and paragraphs in the transcripts were 
assigned codes that closely reflected participant’s accounts (refer to appendix K 
and L for example of initial codes). Additionally, the researcher organised and 
grouped meaningful features of the data together. As aforementioned the 
researcher’s approach to the coding process was data driven. Codes were 
assigned to as many patterns in the data as possible and then data extracts relating 
to the assigned codes were collated. This was done by copying the representative 
data extracts into Microsoft Word and placing them under the identified codes. 
The purpose of generating initial codes was to create a fairly succinct summary of 
what kind of story the data was conveying.  
3.7.3 Identifying themes 
Once all data was coded and the codes were collated the researcher started to 
analyse the codes generated for meaningful themes. This phase of analysis 






analysing codes at a more global level to see how they can combine together to 
form a theme (Braun & Clarke 2006).  
A theme represents broader features in the data and is often formed of multiple 
codes (known as sub-themes). Unlike a code that represents one idea, a theme 
captures a ‘central organising concept’. A central organising concept is a concept 
that tells us something meaningful about the content of the data in relation to the 
research question (Braun & Clarke, 2013). Identifying central organising 
concepts involved checking transcripts for patterns of variability and consistency 
across all codes.  
During this process the researcher actively made decisions regarding the creation 
of themes. Certain codes were complex enough to stand alone as concepts (see 
Charmaz, 2006) so the researcher decided to make the code a theme. Such themes 
captured salient patterns in the data on a semantic level, meaning they could 
easily be identified directly from what participants said (see appendix L for 
example theme and subthemes). Finally, themes were also generated using a 
latent approach; this is a more analytical process where interpretative claims are 
made about the data overall (Braun & Clarke, 2013). At this level of analysis the 
themes were informed both by the data/codes and by knowledge gained from the 
review of available literature. The purpose of this level of analysis was to 
interrogate and take apart what participant said in attempt to identify underlying 
assumption or conceptualisations that shape what has been said (Braun & Clarke, 
2006). In this context, the researcher acknowledged that analysis of participants 
accounts required reflexive practice where the researcher’s own position (interest 
in organisational level factors) in relation to employee resilience needed to be 
taken into account. For instance, making sense of participants accounts from an 
individual level perspective might have produced a different understanding of the 
same data (Braun & Clarke, 2006). However, such reflexivity is deemed 






Wilkinson, 2000). Charmaz (1995) proposes that the researcher will identify 
different codes depending on the researcher training or interests.    
Finally, the researcher acknowledges that the stages of evolution of a coding 
system can be infinite as more and more accurate characterisation of themes is 
sought. Weston et al. (2001) commented of their own qualitative work that “we 
have come to accept that the process of developing codes is never finished” 
(p391). Coding themes can always be ‘tweaked’ but at some point must be 
accepted and applied as consistently as possible in order to progress the study 
further. Therefore, themes and subthemes were mapped to ensure a good fit with 
the data and a broad concept-map was developed (see figure 1 and 2 for final 
version of mind map) 
3.7.4 Refining and defining themes 
After preliminary themes were constructed the next phase involved discussion 
with thesis supervisor (A.W.) to examine themes identified and their significance 
in the context of the research studies. This phase involved discussing emergent 
themes with the second researcher reviewing the original transcripts and the 
initial codes and themes described by the first author. Remaining close to the 
original interview transcripts both authors refined the organisation of emergent 
codes and themes. The final product from this process was agreement among 
both researchers regarding the central organising concepts of themes and their 
significance in relation to phenomena under investigation.  
In addition to the above mentioned process the researcher followed Braun and 
Clarke’s (2012) quality control guidelines for the emergent themes in both 
studies. The main questions the researcher considered during this process are 
summarised in Box 4. Similarly, Patton’s (1990) ‘internal homogeneity’ criterion 
for judging the quality of a theme was applied throughout the reviewing phase. 
Internal homogeneity was also concerned with regard to the extent to which data 






themes the researcher referred to Patton’s (1990) second criterion of external 
heterogeneity. This criterion assesses the extent to which themes present as bold 
and stand alone; the purpose is to ensure each category has a clear and distinct 
difference to other themes.  The emergent themes were also reviewed in relation 
to the entire data set to check that each accurately captured the most prominent 
features of the entire data set and told a meaningful story in relation to the 
research question (Braun & Clarke, 2006).  
Box 4. Quality control questions as described by Braun and Clarke (2012) 
Is this actually a theme or simply a code? 
Does this theme tell me something meaningful about the data in 
relation to the research question? 
Is there enough evidence in the data to support the theme’s central 
organising concept? 
What are the boundaries between themes (do they need to be collated)? 
Are the themes too broad or too specific? 
 
Subsequently, the researcher refined the thematic map (see figure 1 and figure 2). 
The next phase in the analytical process was to define the themes by determining 
their scope and boundaries and creating appropriate names. Henwood and 
Pidgeon (1992) emphasise the importance of defining themes. A definition of the 
theme provides a statement reflecting the researcher’s interpretation of concepts 
and categories that can then be examined by peers to evaluate how well the 
themes fit the data extracts (Henwood & Pidgeon, 1992). After identifying the 
essence of the themes the author used the generated definition to develop names 
for each. The aim was to develop names that would capture the essence of the 







To conclude the six phase TA approach, guidance on how to write up thematic 
analysis (phase six of Braun and Clarke’s TA approach) was taken under 
consideration and incorporated in writing up the results of the data analysis. A 
detailed write up of the result section of study one and five can be found in 
chapter 4 and 8 respectively.  
 






















Chapter 4  
Study one  
A Qualitative Exploration of Employees’ Perspectives on Variables That 
Enhance or Erode Employee Resilience.  
This chapter offers a framework consisting of six themes that have been 
identified as enabling or eroding work related constructs of employee resilience.  
The chapter discusses employee experience of organisational change and how 
it was managed. Using thematic analysis it identifies six major themes that 
characterise the work environment, and these are: Occupational structures, 
Team Cohesion, Enabling leaders, Organisational Commitment to learning and 
efficiency, Communication and Organisational appreciation and fairness. 
Interviewee accounts and quotes are provided as evidence for the six themes. 
Finally, a descriptive summary of key findings from the interviews is reported.   
4.0 Introduction 
After the global financial crisis of 2008, justified on grounds of averting financial 
collapse, the UK government declared a state of austerity (Farnsworth & Irving, 
2018). Unprecedented budget cuts to the public finance of local government have 
by far been the most dominant measure of austerity between 2010 and 2015. 
Local Government lost over half it’s funding during this period. The cuts to Local 
Authority budgets have been a key driver in the restructuring of local government 
and public service provision in the UK (Gray & Braford, 2018). However, some 
suggest that the financial crisis was used to justify neo-liberal ideological 
ambitions to reduce the size of the government. Regardless of the driving force 
behind the cuts Local Authorities in the UK have experienced an upheaval in 
their day to day functioning.  
As discussed in the literature review, at a time when Britain’s workforce is 






to be a cultural shift in the workplace such that organisations focus on providing 
the necessary support for staff to do their job and to remain healthy and well in 
work (Leka & Houdmont, 2012; Russ et al., 2008). To date, research and 
practices focusing on employee well-being have instead focused on supporting 
individuals at the point at which job demands and processes have already had a 
negative impact on their health and well-being. There needs to be a shift to a 
resilience-based approach whereby both risk and protective factors are considered 
in order to build systemic support for the workforce before they have to leave or 
take time off work from issues such as stress or burnout (Bauer & Jenny, 2007; 
Wright, 2003).  
To date the concept of resilience at work has been examined mostly at the 
organisational level (Hodliffe, 2014; Williams et al., 2017). There is limited 
empirical research that takes into consideration the important role employees play 
in organisational success (Nilakant et al., 2016; Lee et al., 2013). Therefore, there 
needs to be a greater focus on understanding resilience at work from an employee 
level. Thus far, contemporary perspectives on employee resilience can be seen as 
partial, tending to be more focused on capturing resilience as an individual 
characteristic (trait based), rather than something that can be enabled by the 
organisation (Robertson et al., 2015; Kuntz et al., 2016). The default focus is on 
how work organisations can make employees more resilient to a possibly hostile 
structural and sociotechnical world, (i.e. an individual focus), rather than a 
systems perspective focus on how to increase resilience by making changes to the 
design and configuration of work (Bardoel, Pettit, De Cieri, & McMillan, 2014; 
Kuntz et al., 2016). Rather than focusing on stable traits within the individual 
there needs to be an employee-level model of resilience that focuses on work 
related/ organisational factors that have the potential to contribute to the 
development of resilience at work need.  
Due to the lack of empirical evidence that has examined direct links between 






organisations can better equip employees to handle challenges at work (Hodliffe, 
2014; Naswall et al., 2015; Kuntz et al., 2016; Williams et al., 2017) the current 
study adopted an exploratory nature. Through direct engagement with employees, 
this study aimed to explore work related influences on employee resilience 
through a period of unprecedented organisational change.  
4.0.1 Aims 
To gain insight into variables within the organisational context that employees 




1. Negotiate access to engage with case study LA employees within a range of 
departments 
2. Explore and characterise employee perspectives on contributory influences to 
building a resilient workforce. 
3.  Use these insights to inform the development of a quantitative supplementary 
study aimed at quantifying key issues raised. 
4.1 Findings 
The findings in the following sections are structured to reflect the themes 
identified in the qualitative analysis of study one that sought to explore work 
related factors that can build or erode employee resilience (see appendix M for 
definitions and scope of each theme). 
4.1.1 Occupational/job structures     
4.1.1.1 Meaning and purpose 
A prevalent topic of discussion amongst respondents was the value they placed in 






Whilst this might be anticipated for caring professions such as mental health 
workers perhaps less expected was the discussion of this amongst professionals in 
areas such as parks and allotments. A wide array of professionals interviewed 
commented on being proud to work for the LA in relation to what the LA 
represents (work identity).  Research has suggested that the meaning assigned to 
work is a component of intrinsic job motivation (Thomas & Velthouse, 1990; 
Spreitzer, 1995; Tulgan, 2003). Meaning is the value placed on a work goal or 
purpose, judged in relation to an individual's own ideals or standards. In 
particular, altruistic rewards such as helping others or contributing to society 
have been identified as examples of perceived value placed on the meaning of 
work (Johnson, 2002; Twenge et al., 2010).  Research has identified the 
importance of assigned meaning of one’s job to prosocial behaviour at work in 
relation to positive organisation outcomes (Smith et al., 1983; Puffer, 1987; 
Twenge et al. 2010). However, in the context of this study participants discussed 
the meaning assigned to work as a buffer or protective factor to perceived poor 
treatment received from the organisation. The comments presented below offers 
support for the notion that meaning and purpose at work can mediate the job 
related stressors.  
Urban Design Manager: “I feel proud to wear this shirt and to be part this 
council you know I do think that we should be proud of what we do and I’ve 
always said that. I hate it when I hear people saying that uhh I’m fed up of this 
place or whatever well in that case what the hell are you doing here um we all 
have days like that don’t get me wrong but I think if you feel you’re making a 
difference to the people of this city in what you do and that your job is important 
its worth it.” 
Housing Advisor: “I mean there’s certainly a feeling in local government that 
you’re not getting massively paid you know so you’re not in it for the money 
that’s for sure. I suppose in my case I think what I do make a difference to kind of 






if we can get this homelessness strategy right then that’s going to improve the 
lives of you know people who are unfortunate enough to find themselves 
homeless. I suppose what I’m saying in a way is its quite nice to be working for 
an organisations that’s kind of improving the lives of people in this city that’s a 
kind of good sort of motivating factor you know” 
One participant reported feeling happier working in a public setting as opposed to 
a private organisation. 
Safeguarding adult care Manager: “the work we do is you know very important 
work and it for me it’s the best move I made to move into the public sector it’s a 
nice feel about it because people are doing really important stuff and its done 
quietly and without a fuss and you know looking after the vulnerable and all 
those types of things.”  
Interestingly, there appeared to be a disconnect between the LA as a name and 
what it represents and the internal day to day management practices within the 
Council. The altruistic rewards employees get from helping others or contributing 
to society seemed to offset the job related stressors participants discussed. 
Identifying with the organisation and what it contributes to society seems to act 
as a buffer that offsets dissatisfaction with the day to day reality working for the 
LA. The importance of identity at work as a protective factor warrants further 
investigation in relation to employee resilience. Identifying with meaningful 
work might acts as a resource for employee to draw upon when other resources 
are lacking or absent. This can be seen directly by the quote from Park service 
manager who stated that everyone can experience bad days at work however the 
provision of a meaningful service makes it worthwhile.   
4.1.1.2 Work intensification 
A negative dimension of budget cuts and changes occurring in the LA regularly 
voiced by interviewees emphasised the intensification of work; staff shortages 






One respondent commented on the difficulty employees often face with 
balancing demands of work in a working day 
Housing Advisor: “I have too much work and I can’t fit it in, I work nearly 12 
hours each day. I have avoided learning how to set up the alarm just so I make 
sure I go home before the security guard” 
Similarly, some employees expressed a degree of fear about loss of service 
provision and what this meant for the amount of work they would need to take on 
as well as the pressure they felt to not complain about the work intensification.  
“The fear is from almost everybody that we might be subject to cuts and that 
various parts of the service may disappear and less people will be forced to the 
same amount of work”(Allotments Officer) 
Museum Learning Officer: “I’ve had to pick up some work and I suppose that’s 
being resilient that fact that if we lose people there is extra work and people will 
take it on because they don’t want to be seen not to take it” 
Furthermore, employees discussed the intensification of workload as a driving 
factor of presenteeism; coming into work when unwell “we are busy you know I 
have got a heavy work load. I sometimes think it is not worth having time off 
work if you are sick who knows what I will come back to you know what I mean I 
will have to catch up with so much”. This suggests that heavy workload can 
impinge on an employee ability to be efficient at work and has the potential to 
create a bigger problem with people coming into to work sick.  
In light of the comments made, unrealistic workload seems to be a source of 
pressure and stress for frontline staff and investigating the impact it has on 








4.1.2 Team cohesion 
Johnson and Hall (1988) suggested that social support from supervisors and 
colleagues can act as a buffer between job-related stressors and wellbeing. This 
process is known as the stress-buffering hypothesis. Research proposes that 
higher levels of social support can ameliorate the impact of work stressors on 
psychological health and wellbeing (Scheck et al, 1997; Moyle & Parkes, 1999). 
The stress-buffering hypothesis argues that social support protects individuals 
from stressful situations, therefore, is an important resource to have at work 
whether in the form of emotional or practical support (Leka & Houdmont, 2012). 
However, evidence supporting the buffering hypothesis is inconsistent with some 
studies finding no evidence at all for the hypothesis (LaRocco et al., 1980; 
Viswesvaran et al., 1999). Insight from the conducted interviews lends support to 
the argument that social support in fact plays an important role in helping 
employees cope with difficult work situations.  
The importance of social cohesion within a team was discussed by a number of 
respondents. The following extract is a typical example of the sentiments 
expressed by employees about the importance of social exchange at work. 
Social worker: “we sometimes see and have to deal with very traumatic situation 
involving children but being able to come back into the office and have friends to 
discuss it with makes it more bearable because they can also give you advice”. 
The quality of team bonds was also discussed in relation to trust. Frontline staff 
expressed the view that trust in their own team could make up for the lack of trust 
in in the organisation to support staff through the change process. 
Public Health Officer: “I have full confidence in my colleagues and team 






Moreover, social isolation at work was framed as a potential risk factor to 
employees as social networks often can provide a sense of support and a sense of 
being understood by fellow colleagues.  
Trade union representative: “We had an issue in park and services where a 
review was done by external consultants that said instead of having teams 
everyone should come in on different shifts, what we found is that stress levels 
spiked. I reviewed this and said no no what you have done is all wrong you have 
taken away all their support mechanisms, people were getting stressed because 
they felt like the next person to take on their shift wouldn’t be aware of their 
idiosyncrasies at work. We had grievances going up, problems happened, 
sickness went through the roof. When we changed it around sickness dropped and 
everyone has seen a reduction in incidents as well”.  
The sense of team cohesion can be capitalised on to ensure that individuals feel 
that they belong to a network and that they can depend on the relatedness of that 
network. Therefore, team cohesion can be characterised as protective factor 
enhancing employee resilience and wellbeing whereas isolation can erode 
resilience.   
4.1.3 Enabling Leaders 
4.1.3.1 Model Leaders 
A point of discussion that was emphasised in the interviews relates to how 
employees perceive managerial expectations in relation to the amount of hours 
they work. This discussion was particularly common amongst service managers. 
They expressed a belief that the senior management within the local authority 
condone and encourage a culture of long working hours.  
Strategic Housing Manager:“I will tell you one bad thing about this organisation 
is the number of hours that senior managers work, you are contracted to work 8 






o’clock in the morning and there is an expectation to work longer hours. There is 
also an expectation to work on weekends or at least check your emails on 
weekends. I don’t see that as being healthy for long term health”  
Senior management expectations that people beneath them should be available at 
all times to respond to work related issues models a negative behaviour and could 
act as a source of pressure which impacts employee work-life balance.   
Additionally some participants explained that long working hours are not only a 
result of bad role models in managerial grades within the organisation, but also 
stem from the lack of insight manager have into the demands placed on their 
team. 
Communications Officer: “There is a lack of [managerial] awareness of team 
capacity and so they have unrealistic expectations of us and the work we can get 
done” 
Managers on the other hand claimed that the reported imbalance between job 
demand and resources was more related to financial constraints and service 
delivery objectives than to lack of insight on their part. This imbalance was 
outside their control given that they had a service to deliver. Managers explained 
that they believe this issue is less to do with management per se and more to do 
with the current pressure on local authorities to meet more bottom line targets and 
to expand services. Accordingly this has placed greater pressure on employees to 
work longer hours.   
Neighbourhood and city development Officer: “there’s been an increased level of 
stress I’d say with the amount of work and the expectation on us increasing our 
service put on you know by how the current state of the organization. We still 
have to do our day jobs we still have customers ringing up none of that changed 






Employee health was also associated with the discussion of management 
expectations. Staff and service managers reported feeling the need to come into to 
work whilst being unwell [presenteeism] as a result of their supervisor’s 
expectations around the matter. The view that “My manager won’t take time off if 
he is ill and then will criticise and get snippy if I go off ill because he didn’t” 
[Litigation officer] was echoed by most participants. If management expect their 
subordinates to model their behaviour it could run the risk of creating a culture 
where people are afraid to take time off, having consequential effects on 
employee health.  
A mental health worker described the situation in the following comment “I feel 
pressure, my manager said she hasn’t had a day in sick in 27 years so it’s a lot to 
live up to isn’t it. There are work ethic expectations in this culture, one of the 
senior managers struggled in, he had an ear infection he had a terrible cough 
and shivering from head to foot and he was in.  I mean I just wouldn’t come in 
like that but then that is the pressure you are facing here” [mental health 
manager].  
However, this issue seems to be one that originates primarily from people high up 
the management hierarchy, as one service manager disclosed employee concerns 
that she has encountered. “One admin person here said recently oh, I have 
struggled in today normally I wouldn’t have come in but I feel I just can’t not 
come in when *** doesn’t take time off ” [Children’s commissioning manager].  
The service manager followed this statement by expressing her disagreement 
with the current situation “ I just won’t do that, I won’t expect my staff to come in 
it is going to cause anxiety about getting ill in the first place which is not going to 
be good for anyone”.  
It would appear that senior management set precedent for what behaviours are 
modelled in the organisation and their expectations have a greater influence on 






4.1.3.2 Unsupportive Leaders  
There was a general sentiment across groups of frontline and office based 
employees that bottom line outcomes took priority over their health and 
wellbeing. One participant’s comment “I feel like a drone just coming in to do a 
job” [Housing advisor] reflects the general picture portrayed. It was apparent 
that respondents associated the perception of the organisation as not ‘caring’ 
towards its employees, closely to their immediate managers.  
The majority of front line staff described situations where they did not feel like 
their managers were equipped to support them or committed to staff health and 
wellbeing. Participants reported feeling like they were not treated as human 
beings “You are managing human beings not projects” [Occupational Health 
Counsellor]. Even when managers were described as ‘good managers’ 
respondents expressed feeling that it was hopeless as managers don’t have the 
time to be committed to employee wellbeing “He has his own projects to manage 
what time has he got to assess my emotional state?” [Communications officer]. 
Frontline staff held the belief that their managers were not open to discussing 
issues around wellbeing at work. Perhaps an extreme example, but one that 
exemplifies the extent to which a lack of openness around general wellbeing and 
mental health issues can have detrimental effects is the following quote “we had 
a staff member about 5 years ago who actually committed suicide and none of us 
knew that he was um going through that you know” [social worker]. It was 
mentioned that the staff member in question was particularly stressed the last few 
days leading up to the unfortunate event. However, no one questioned his 
behaviour. The “old fashioned” culture that exists within the council was offered 
as explanation for the avoidance of health issues. Trade union representatives 
made reference to what they characterised a male dominated management culture 
where the stereotypes of need to be a “rough toughie” in the workplace 
proliferated., i.e. the expectation that employees should be tough enough to cope 






Trade Union representative: “People are coming into work are expected to cope. 
When I ask you how you are I want you to say I’m fine, I don’t want you to start 
telling me about your problems or feelings.”   
Moreover, several participants who reported having a personal history of or 
experience of others with psychological issues asserted that even if managers 
were approachable to discuss personal issues they lacked empathy in their way of 
dealing with the matter. One participant opened-up about experiencing a death in 
his family, he discussed talking to his manager about how his personal struggles 
were affecting his performance at work. He commented on feeling that being 
honest about his struggles was ‘pointless’ as the manager was not flexible in his 
approach of addressing the matter by marking the participant down in his end of 
year review “My manager is a nice bloke but he lacks emotional intelligence, he 
said my performance has dropped off and that’s gone in my review”(HR Officer) 
Interviews with several managers reinforced employees’ perceptions regarding 
the lack of support from management with regards to staff wellbeing. From the 
accounts offered it seems that reactions range from a lack of ownership to not 
feeling equipped to deal with personal issues.  
Comments on managers feeling ill equipped to deal with staffs’ personal issues 
such as those of mental health were reported. Certain managers described the 
experience of managing people as “intangible, you know what I mean people are 
not like budgets” [HR manager]. They also expressed their desire to be able to 
understand human complexities “It would be nice to have some sort of 
understanding of managing people. I mean you get a little sheet dipping but no 
training not really and not on managing people” [Strategic housing manager].  
One respondent offered an interesting perspective having recently moved into the 
LA from the NHS. She argued that managers working in the LA lack general 
knowledge and skills around mental health. In contrast to other managers, she 
reported feeling more compassionate towards employee concerns and better 






setting and was exposed to a variety of professionals that had extensive 
knowledge around psychological ill health.   
Public health officer: “I think if you were talking to me and I was working in a 
different part of the organisation it would be a lot worse, I don’t think people 
would be so understanding. I think because I come from mental health if someone 
comes to me and said they feel low I would be giving them skills and techniques 
that I know that work but I don’t think that managers outside mental health 
would know the answers to that.”  
Therefore, knowledge around mental health could be potentially important in 
building a resilient workforce. With such knowledge managers would be able to 
help employees through difficult times and offer some form of support. This view 
was expressed by the manager with a mental health background 
Operational MH Manager: “I think all managers should have that knowledge to 
maintain their workforce that would be a positive thing, and you are not trained 
on that as a manager. I think it would be useful thing if everyone knew certain 
skills to help with mental health. I am not saying they should turn into 
counsellors that would be a different role but just the basics or knowing where to 
point someone to.” 
Moreover, some managers discussed finding the role of managing people 
intangible compared to the projects/services they run “yeh it is hard and its the 
sort of thing that you do and some of it’s a bit intangible do you know what I 
mean its not like budgets with budgets you’ve got this and you’ve got that and 
then you will achieve it its people so its harder its individuals personalities” 
[Urban Design manager] 
The second idea mentioned above regarding management’s unwillingness to get 
involved with wellbeing issues is exemplified by a comment made by a manager 
who managed a particularly vocal group in relation to their feelings “for me I sort 






oh just come on and get on with it there is no need to talk about everything” 
[Safeguarding adult care Manager]. 
In addition some managers discussed the challenges they faced with managing 
different groups people “the main challenges are just different cultures and 
different people coming together so in housing I suppose we’re very much 
outcome driven we’re here to provide this service and that’s what I’m aiming on 
doing whereas health and social care are a bit fluffier I suppose a bit about ooh 
lets analyse what everyone needs and talk about it and not the urgency of what 
am I suppose be achieving”. [Strategic Housing Manager] 
Trade union representatives argued that this is the norm and expressed the desire 
for manager to seek out training is the exception “Good luck trying to get them 
[managers] on an equalities training good grief its awful, they don’t see it as a 
part of their job” [Trade union representative]. Occupational health services 
reiterated the trade union’s view elaborating on the possible reasons managers 
may not want to get involved “I think various levels of management need soft 
skills training however understanding complexities and emotions can be seen as 
fluffy and as being too soft and not necessary” [Occupational Health 
Counsellor].  
4.1.4 Organisational commitment to learning and efficiency 
4.1.4.1 Investment in staff/ training and development   
Participants expressed their concern for the recent cuts in training and 
development opportunities staff are provided with.  Respondents discussed the 
issue of training being an easy target to eliminate in the current economic 
climate. 
Children’s commissioning manager: “when the first round of cuts came around 
one of the easy targets was CPD- personal development and training, that’s an 
easy thing to cut out of your budget because it is something that is an aspiration 






intrinsic to services delivery so throughout the council we have seen a massive 
reduction in training that is available to members of staff”.   
Employees positioned training opportunities as an essential component to enable 
them to cope and keep up with the changing world of work. Respondents, both 
managers and frontline staff, reported feeling unable to cope with the changes in 
job demands and not equipped with the skills needed to do their job.  
A service manager commented “in this change process presumably we will need 
training opportunities to gain new skills. I think that’s a very important part of 
the process if you haven’t got the skills that can be a real stressor because you 
feel vulnerable you don’t feel able to take on the new tasks that’s expected of 
you” [Safeguarding adult care manager].  
The general sentiment amongst frontline staff can be summarised by the 
frustration that one employee exhibited in trying to obtain the necessary skills to 
perform his daily job and being met by an organisational barrier in relation to the 
changes in training regimes. “They implement change with a steep learning curve 
for some and no support, training is either piss poor or non-existent. How can 
you roll out a new finance system and expect people to do their jobs without 
training everyone it creates a lot of additional stress” [Housing officer].  
Additionally, participants conveyed their dissatisfaction with the process 
involved in identifying and receiving relevant training. The process known as 
Performance Management and Development Systems (PMDS) was portrayed as a 
“tick box” exercise for managers. Evidence of this can be seen in one employee‘s 
description of the current situation around training and development “we sort of 
do our PMDS and sort of put down what training needs we want but then its all 
left to the individual.. you know at one time there was a clear way of identifying 
necessary training you know there would be a list of training courses sent out to 






have been lost now and we are left to figure out the new job by ourselves” 
[Communications Officer]  
Lack of training was also discussed in relation to managers not feeling that they 
could help staff through the change process. Managers reported struggling to be 
enablers in supporting their staff onto training courses that would help their staff 
deal with the changes in the services they provide “they are looking for guidance 
and there is none available and I can’t get them on training now” [HR manager]. 
4.1.4.2 Operating procedures and structures  
This subtheme relates to systems that are in place to promote efficiency. 
Specifically, the right procedures/rules/ regulations are in place to make the job 
as efficient as possible. 
Some employees commented on disparity between organisational pressure to 
meet public expectations and their ability to follow the defined procedures to 
meet such expectations. There was a sentiment that meeting customer 
expectations in relation to response time targets are not an efficient way to get the 
job done and could potentially decrease the quality of the service if it is causing 
stress and pressure. In particular, front line staff that deal with the public in 
person or over the phone expressed the view that there is often an expectation to 
do things in a particular way, regardless if this is the most productive way to 
spend their time.  
Allotments officer:“We have this policy were the telephone rings and we have to 
pick it up in no more than 5 rings and that is fine you know customer value etc 
but now we don’t have a team of 10 anymore there are only three of us. 
Sometimes there is only one person in the office and I am there doing my work 
and you are expected to pick the phone up so my work goes out the window” 
Communications officer: There doesn’t seem to be a culture of let’s try and be as 






take,  not this is unacceptable how can we work more efficiently or what can we 
cut out that we don’t need to do.  
4.1.5 Communication 
4.1.5.1 Transparency and openness  
Adkins, Werbel and Farh (2001) propose the effects of organisational change has 
on employees may depend on the extent to which they receive sufficient and 
accurate information about the change. Therefore, consistent and open 
communication is key component in allaying employee fears and maintaining a 
healthy work environment. One respondent summarised this idea perfectly by 
stating “  I think communication is a big problem in that there is not enough of it 
and when there is communication there is too much of it in one go so you are 
getting email after email and that just drives you potty [Urban design manager]. 
Respondents expressed their frustration of being kept out of the loop in relation to 
organisational changes “9 times out of 10 you don’t know what the hell is going 
on” [Housing advisor]. Due to the lack of openness about the current changes 
within the organisation employees tended to rely on rumours to find out what was 
going on as exemplified in this extract, “we hear things through the grapevine, 
I’ll speak to colleagues who are in other departments and they know all about it 
because their manager had involved them so things like that are a worry or a 
concern because we don’t know what’s going on nobody shared it with us and 
then we hear things” [Litigation officer]. Inaccurate rumours can create a state of 
unnecessary panic among employees emphasising the importance of honesty and 
transparency. This example also highlights the vital role managers’ play in 
allaying employee concerns by being open and honest. There was a general 
sentiment that ‘good managers’ are those who are open and honest and that 
employees wanted to know their fate whether it was positive or negative. This 






Museum learning officer: “I’m very lucky that I have got a line manager who is 
very open and very honest and she is very visible but I wouldn’t like to say that 
it’s the case across the whole council. I think the positive thing is by being so 
opened and honest transparent it really helps to tell people even if you don’t 
know what’s happening that you don’t know what’s happening rather than 
pretending” 
Finally, similar to involvement, communication and honesty could also play a 
role in empowering employees and allowing them to feel they have some control 
over what happens to them. One participant reported staying awake at night as a 
result of not knowing what was going on. “I know it bothers me because I wake 
up in the early hours of the morning I am having dreams where I can’t get out of 
I can’t escape of something and nobody will help me and I know that’s because 
here I can’t do anything about the situation because I don’t know what will 
happen to the service” [Children’s commissioning manager].  
4.1.5.2 Participative decision making 
Research exploring the impact of involving employees in decision making 
processes has demonstrated that such involvement yields positive results at 
organisational and individual levels.  The role of participative management has 
been linked to an increase in job satisfaction in local government agencies (Kim, 
2002). Additionally, Probst (2005) found that employees who perceived they 
having an input into organisational decision making experience fewer negative 
outcomes in relation to job insecurity. These findings suggest that participative 
decision making offers employees a sense of control of their futures as they are 
involved in the organisational decisions that have the potential to affect their job 
security.  An example demonstrating employee frustration with the lack of 
involvement in relation to their jobs and the organisational change the LA was 






“if we are not being taken along on the journey or involved then it is like how can 
we help, how can we understand what the change is and what the implication is 
for us and our job. It affects people and they come to work and they think oh what 
is the point and so they switch off and that leads to mistakes and it leads to 
dissatisfaction.”[Community development officer] 
Talking to frontline staff about the changes to structure and working 
arrangements that the organisation was undergoing, there was a general sentiment 
amongst staff that lack of management consultation leads to feelings of despair. 
Occupational Health Counsellor:“staff feel disconnected and don’t feel as 
though they are going forward as they are not involved in the process, it feels like 
we are on the titanic.” 
Conversely, manager’s perceptions in relation to participation were the opposite 
of those expressed by frontline staff. Managers reported being involved in 
decisions around changes to services. HR manager: “I’ve been really involved in 
the planning and in the engagement of how to roll the new service”. As a result of 
this they felt more secure about their future at the council “I think there’s a 
genuine wish amongst senior management that we are involved and I think the 
more we’re involved the more likely we are to staying still on the bus at the end 
of the process so that I see as a very positive thing”. 
Overall, respondents who felt they were not involved or consulted with in relation 
to the change process expressed feeling disengaged. In contrast staff who 
reported being consulted characterised their involvement as positive and 
desirable. Therefore, involving staff in decision making processes presents as a 









4.1.6 Organisational appreciation and fairness  
When discussing organisational change with employees the notion of not feeling 
valued and being unfairly treated within the organisation was a key feature that 
stood out across participant transcripts.  
Research has identified organisational justice as a key risk factor in relation to 
employee health, wellbeing and productivity (Grynderup et al. 2013; Robbins at 
al., 2012; Ndjaboue et al., 2013). Organisational justice refers to the perceived 
fairness of outcomes and practices in the workplace. In particular, fairness is the 
distribution of resources and fairness in process and procedures, by which 
outcomes are assigned, have been associated with poorer health (Robbins at al., 
2012; Ndjaboue et al., 2013).   
A number of the respondents commented on the lack of consultation with regards 
to organisational change with the general sentiment being that employees did not 
feel that management valued their expertise and knowledge of the day to day 
work they do to involve them in the decision making process. Housing advisor: 
“People think the best way forwards is to hire a consultant but this consultant 
comes in and tells you to do something and actually ends up costing us a fortune 
because they don’t talk to the people doing the jobs. They just don’t want to 
believe staff umm they want a consultant who will come in and say yeah it’s a 
good idea and support them, instead of saying well let’s not pay out that 
consultant let’s use the workforce and their skills and see what they have to say. 
It’s just madness” as a result of this participants expressed feeling a disconnect 
from management “You get the feeling that this is our business not yours we 
know best.” 
There was a strong sense of unfairness in relation to recruitment procedures 
amongst employees that had to reapply for their jobs as a result of the ongoing 
programme of reviews of public services. Participants felt that the experience 






be taken under consideration. Some respondents discussed the perceived 
unfairness with respect to newcomers. 
Pollution control officer: “I think its unfair that you know people the way people 
get employed, I have this bloke sitting next to me and he has no idea what he is 
doing. You know some people cant do the actual job they have 45 minutes or an 
hour of brilliance in an interview and then the rest of the time they are absolutely 
crap. I just think that sometimes the wrong people end up in the wrong jobs 
because of it.” 
Others discussed feeling that they had been treated unfairly in comparison to their 
colleagues. What seemed to drive this feeling of unfair treatment was again not 
feeling valued as a staff member for the efforts and resources the employees have 
to offer. 
Communications officer: “you know a few years ago there were 3 jobs going 
here 2 permanent 1 temporary and they gave one of the permanent jobs I got the 
temporary job but one of the people they gave the permanent job to is a real bully 
in the office it really upset me that they kinda gave her that job over me when the 
management knows what she like. You know that upset me coz I thought they 
know I’m 10 times more helpful than she is to my colleagues you know and I 
don’t make my colleagues upset or but they’ve given it to her coz she’s just done 
better in the interview and that really upset me.”   
As a result of the ongoing change and constant restructuring the LA was 
experiencing, the process of employee having to re-apply for their job increased. 
There was a sentiment amongst employees that the process itself was unfair.  The 
above evidence would suggest that employees perceive a fairer recruitment 
system as one that is based on employee experience or employee job fit as 
opposed to their interview skills. Whether or not such beliefs are legitimate it 
appears they are driving employee perception of unfair treatment. Therefore this 






as it encompasses employee beliefs around the opportunities provided to them 
subject to the effort they believe they have invested into the organisation. There 
was a general consensus among frontline staff that their effort has not been 
recognised and valued which in turn lead to the perception of unjust treatment. In 
light of evidence provided by research regarding the impact organisational 
injustice has on employee wellbeing it would appear that such beliefs could erode 
employee resilience.  
4.2 Summary of findings  
This study utilised semi-structured interviews (N=20) that allowed for an in-
depth exploration of employee experiences of organisational change in the LA 
under investigation. This study identified six categories that seem central to 
employee resilience in times of change. These are Occupational structures; Team 
Cohesion; Enabling leaders; Organisational Commitment to learning and 
efficiency; Communication; and Organisational appreciation and fairness. The 
study tried to ensure variability in employee experiences by interviewing 
employees that represented different levels and job functions within the LA, 
although the majority of respondents were front line staff (see section 3.6). Using 
thematic analysis the researcher identified a total of 6 themes and 8 subthemes. 
Broadly, there was a high degree of homogeneity in the experiences and issues 
that respondents expressed. The core themes seemed to be prominent among all 
discussions. However, the way employees represented the issue, i.e. in a positive 
or negative light, was highly dependent on their experience with change and how 
the change process was managed. Below an overview of each theme and what 
constructs of work it represents is discussed.  
Team cohesion was deemed a vital element for resilience amongst employees 
(Kuntz et al., 2016). In a turbulent climate, employees are forced to respond to 
external pressures, technological advances, changes in government policy, and 
changes to the way they perform and complete work, often with only limited 






relationships with colleagues as being a resource they could draw upon in times 
of need. When employees could use their established social networks to connect 
and collaborate with others, this expanded their resources and their capacity to 
respond to everyday work stresses and the ongoing upheaval. In particular, 
teamwork enabled knowledge sharing as participants could draw on colleague 
experiences with work related issues. Furthermore, caring relationships among 
team members were positioned as a contributing factor to feeling cared for at 
work and understood. Support from team members and colleagues in various 
forms seemed to ensure more adaptive response to change.  
The role of leadership emerged as another essential feature of resilience. 
Specifically, respondents discussed the key role managers play in identifying 
employee needs and responding to these needs with empathy and placing value 
on staff wellbeing.  When employees felt that management prioritised staff 
wellbeing over profits or bottom line outcomes they felt appreciated and more 
empowered and therefore more engaged (Macy & Schneider, 2008). The 
emotional literacy of management plays a key role in creating a caring culture at 
work where both parties (employees and managers) feel better equipped to deal 
with the evolving nature of work. Furthermore, the need for manager to model 
healthy work behaviours in terms of workload and well-being was evident.  
Management expectations with regards to working long hours and coming into 
work when unwell has the potential to create an environment that is debilitating 
as long work hours and presenteeism become the working norm and engrained 
into the organisations culture.  
Furthermore, communication was seen as a critical part of the change process. 
Ongoing communication, including participative decision making and 
transparency, was discussed as an antecedent to engagement and getting on board 
with change at work (Elving, 2005; Tanner & Otto, 2016). Internally, 
organisational silos characterised by a lack of open communication whereby 






made it harder for employees to respond to change and support it. The key role 
managers can play in keeping employees in the loop was discussed where ‘good 
managers’ were described as open and honest. Transparency throughout the 
organisations seemed to boost respondents sense of control and allayed concerns 
they had regarding work. Furthermore, involving employees in the change 
process through two way communication contributed to employees being more 
willing to get on board and share the organisation’s vision for change.  
Moreover, organisations characterised by features such as valuing its employees 
and treating them fairly was another crucial feature discussed in relation to the 
change process. This theme did not necessarily reflect how employees are 
directly treated per se as much as it encompassed employee beliefs around the 
opportunities provided to them subject to the effort they believe they have 
invested into the organisation. There was a general consensus among frontline 
staff that their effort has not been recognised and valued which in turn lead to the 
perception of unjust treatment. Moreover, this theme was related as part of a 
broader phenomenon that involves staff involvement, staff welling and treatment 
by leaders however the distinct element here was that it seemed to reflect 
organisation- wide practices. Employees discussed issues of value centred culture 
and appreciation in relation to the organisation as opposed to management.  
Leaders, however, will play a participatory role in creating a culture that 
employees feel valued and appreciated (Nilakant et al., 2014).  
In a dynamic environment, identifying with work and the meaning and purpose of 
one’s job was a central feature discussed amongst employees. Meaningful work 
seemed to facilitate adaptation to everyday challenges as well as more prominent 
workplace changes. Similarly to teamwork, employees describe meaningful work 
as a resource they could draw upon to respond to workplace adversity. On the 
other hand the work intensification that has accompanied organisational change 






exhaustion, spill over into home life and sometimes does not afford employees 
with the ability to switch off from work.  
Finally, commitment to learning emerged as a sixth essential feature.  Staff 
perceptions of the lack of organisational commitment to training and 
development procedures adversely affected their perception of having the 
necessary skills to complete their job in light of the constant changes to service 
provisions. Employee adaptation to the ongoing changes was articulated as being 
contingent on continuous learning opportunities at work. Furthermore, 
organisational procedures were deemed as lacking situational awareness, i.e. 
awareness of team capacity in enacting them. Strict rules and procedures tended 
to be seen as a source for decreasing productivity and diminishing innovation at 
work.  
Overall, a strength of the current study was the employment of a qualitative 
research methodology which provided detailed exploration of the aspects of 
organisation change and its impact on employee resilience. In light of the 
employee experience analysed, relating this set of themes to the overall concept 
of employee resilience suggests the factors function in differing ways. For 
example enabling leaders and participative communication can be viewed as 
creating a positive environment that fosters resilience whereas team cohesion and 
meaningful work are needed to sustain employee resilience, i.e. they are a 
resource employee can draw upon.  However, when such factors are missing or 
lacking this can create a negative environment which will be more challenging 
and adversely influence employee resilience. It is possible that what is 
missing/lacking is simply more cognitively available than what it is present. 
Nevertheless, whether positive or negative this study has highlighted several 
work related themes that are deemed important in adaptation to change. 









Quantitatively exploring work related variables impacting Employee 
Resilience  
Building on insights from the literature on employee resilience and employee 
experience of change from study one, this chapter focuses on the development of 
items relating to workplace factors that can erode or enable employee resilience.  
The chapter begins by discussing key issues that relate to item development such 
as the number of items used and scaling used. This is followed by a discussion of 
the cognitive pilot performed and how items were amended in light of the pilot. 
Next an extensive consideration of decisions relating to the EFA process is 
considered such as number of factors to retain and factor rotation methods.  The 
factors are then named and discussed in relation to study one to offer a degree of 
triangulation of themes that emerged from study one.  
5.0 Introduction  
As discussed in chapter 3, the qualitative study conducted was rooted in the 
subject matter; it focused on an employee perspective and was deeply embedded 
in the organisational change and climate/culture the employees faced at the time 
of the study. While this afforded invaluable insight, little could be concluded with 
regard to the relative strength, or salience of the identified constructs. Therefore, 
the primary purpose of the study was to provide a degree of triangulation and 
confirmation of findings from Study one. Beyond issues of confirmation, there 
was scope for study two to identify new constructs, component facets and new 
insights, that complement findings from Study one. The strength of this combined 
methods approach is held to be that each (qualitative, Study one and quantitative, 
Study two) feed from the other, i.e. study one has the potential to enhance the 






of verification and testing of study one relationships on a larger, potentially more 
representative, sample.  
An additional output will be the development of the basis for a psychometric 
measure with the capacity to quantify, profile and benchmark salient 
organisational influences on employee resilience e.g. profiling the relative 
salience of variables impacting on the resilience of different sub-populations, by 
job role / function and grade, etc. The output from the measure is envisioned as a 
tool for use by the LA to identify relative strengths and weakness in their 
practice, in managing/supporting individuals through conditions of stress and 
change and managing well-being issues. 
5.0.1 Exploratory factor analysis Vs Confirmatory factor analysis  
Research suggests that in situations where the researcher has little theoretical 
basis to make inferences about how many factors  can be expected to emerge and 
how measured variables will load onto common factors a more suitable approach 
for common factor analysis would be an EFA as opposed to a CFA (Finch & 
West, 1997; Fabrigar et al 1999). An EFA is primarily a data-driven approach. 
EFA provides procedures for determining an appropriate number of factors and 
the pattern of factor loadings primarily from the data with no prior empirical or 
theoretical foundation.   
As previously discussed, identifying aspects of organisational practice that 
facilitate or erode employee resilience has not yet been comprehensively worked 
through in the literature. The research aim for study 2 was to arrive at a more 
parsimonious conceptual understanding of a set of measured variables in 
explaining employee resilience. Since the number and nature of common factors 
and the nature of the variables were purely data driven (based on study 1) this 
study adopted an exploratory rather than confirmatory approach, in the first 






results of the EFA formed the basis for specifying a CFA model in study 3 (See 
chapter 6).  
Aim 
To explore and refine variables elicited through study one with the aim of 
exploring and characterising relationships and underpinning constructs that 
enhance or erode employee resilience. 
Objectives 
1. To use the insights form study one and the literature review to develop an 
employee survey question set that could be explored to identify and define core 
constructs impacting on employee resilience. 
2. To provide a degree of triangulation and confirmation of the constructs 
identified in study one. 
3. To explore the degree of generalisability / verification of findings from Study 
One on a large sample of employees. 
4. To develop the foundation for development of a psychometric measure with 
the capacity to characterise / profile / benchmark employee perspectives on 
structural organisational and cultural influences on workforce resilience. 
5.1 Survey development  
5.1.1 Item generation  
Hinkin (1998) proposes two approaches to the development of items with content 
validity; a deductive and inductive approach.  The deductive method follows a 
top-down approach driven by theory. In contrast, the inductive approach has been 
defined as ‘classification from below’ meaning it is rooted in the subject matter 
as opposed to being theoretical driven (Hunt, 1991).  
Due to the exploratory nature of the study an inductive approach was considered 






employee resilience.  Critics of the inductive approach argue that there are 
challenges in interpreting the descriptions provided by participants in order to use 
them to develop items (Hinkin, 1998).  Item generation was based on employee 
interviews from study one, however, this challenge was addressed through the 
engagement of one other academic psychologists to discuss and agree the themes 
and generate a concise definition of each construct developed in study one. This 
provided some assurance of concept consistency. 
Moreover, the strength of taking such an inductive approach to generating 
questionnaire items lies in the provision of a degree of direction frequently absent 
from exploratory work of this type. Specifically, it permitted the germination of a 
range of contextually-driven items. Where possible items were generated from 
direct quotes provided by respondents in study one.  
Drawing on insight from participant accounts in Study 1, including their own 
interpretations with reference to published findings, a battery of 45 Likert-type 
attitude statements was generated. Respondents were also asked to enter 
demographic information relating to: age; gender; job title/role; nature of their 
contract (permanent or temporary) and tenure. 
The table 3 below provides examples of the generated items. 
Table 3. Example of items generated based on emergent themes from Study One 
Themes  Items Generated  
Theme Occupational/Job Structures   
Sub theme Meaning and purpose 
I hate it when I hear people saying that 
uhh I’m fed up of this place or 
whatever well in that case what the hell 
are you doing here um we all have days 
like that don’t get me wrong but I think 
if you feel you’re making a difference 
to the people of ***** in what you do 
and that your job is important its worth 
it.” 
 







Sub theme Work Intensification  
“I have too much work and I can’t fit it 
in, I work nearly 12 hours each day. I 
have avoided learning how to set up 
the alarm just so I make sure I go home 
before the security guard” 
 
I regularly work late in order to get all 
my work done 
 
Theme Team Cohesion  
 “we sometimes see and have to deal 
with very traumatic situation involving 
children but being able to come back 
into the office and have friends to 
discuss it with makes it more bearable 
because they can also give you advice”. 
 
People I work with will support each 
other during difficult situations at work 
 
Theme Enabling Leaders 
 
 
Sub theme Model Leaders 
“I will tell you one bad thing about this 
organisation is the number of hours 
that senior managers work, you are 
contracted to work 8 hours a day and I 
would say they work 12-14 hours a 
day. I get emails at 2 o’clock in the 
morning and there is an expectation to 
work longer hours. There is also an 
expectation to work on weekends or at 
least check your emails on weekends. 
 
 
My manager expects me to be available 
to respond to work related issues 
outside normal working hours 
 
 
Sub theme Unsupportive Leaders 
“People are coming into work are 
expected to cope. When I ask you how 
you are I want you to say im fine, I 
don’t want you to start telling me about 
your problems or feelings.”” 
 
My immediate manager cares about my 
emotional well-being 
 
Theme Organisational commitment 
to learning and efficiency  
 
 
Sub theme Investment in staff/ 
training and development   
 
“in this change process presumably we 
will need training opportunities to gain 
new skills etc. I think that’s a very 
This organisation always provides staff 
with the skills and expertise needed to 







important part of the process if you 
haven’t got the skills that can be a real 
stressor because you feel vulnerable 
you don’t feel able to take on the new 
tasks that’s expected of you.” 
 
Sub theme Operating procedures and 
structures  
“We have this policy were the 
telephone rings and we have to pick it 
up in no more than 5 rings and that is 
fine you know customer value etc but 
now we don’t have a team of 10 
anymore there are only three of us. 
Sometimes there is only one person in 
the office and I am there doing my 
work and you are expected to pick the 
phone up so my work goes out the 
window” 
 






 Sub theme Transparency and 
openness  
“9 times out of 10 you don’t know what 
the hell is going on.” 
 
People in this organisation always 
know what is going on 
 
Sub theme Participative Decision 
Making  
“I’ve been really involved in the 
planning and in the engagement of how 
to roll the new service 
 
Staff are always consulted about 
change at work 
 
Theme Organisational Appreciation 
and fairness  
“They just don’t want to believe staff 
umm they want a consultant who will 
come in and say yeah it’s a good idea 
and support them, instead of saying 
well let’s not pay out that consultant 
let’s use the workforce and their skills 




Staff are rarely involved in important 









5.1.2 Number of Items 
The number of items a scale contains plays an important role in determining the 
response rate and internal consistency a scale will elicit. Therefore, the 
appropriate number of items to generate was a key consideration for the scale 
development process in this study.  
 
Evidence suggests that between three and five items per scale are required to test 
the internal consistency of latent constructs (Harvey, Billings, & Nilan,1985; 
Cook et al., 1981, Hinkin, 1985). Scales with many items have been found to 
produce deceivingly high internal consistency reliabilities even though inter-
correlations between items are indeed low (Cortina, 1993).  This suggests that 
there is more risk than benefit with including a large battery of items per scale. 
However, the initial item generation pool should be relatively larger than the final 
scale as it is anticipated that approximately one half of the items generated will 
be retained for use in the final scales (Hinkin, 1985). At least two to four times of 
initial items should be generated to be administered in the survey so that the best 
items can be selected for the final scale (Devellis, 2017).  
 
Guidelines specify that to maintain a good response rate keeping an item set as 
short is desirable. This minimises the chance of poor response or dropout rates 
dues to boredom or fatigue (Schmitt & Stults, 1985; Schriesheim & Eisenbach, 
1990; Yammarino et al., 1991). Additionally, there is evidence that suggests that 
the time taken to complete a survey may play a more important role than the 
number of items included (Duetskens et al., 2004; Ganassali, 2008) and, 
relatedly, that shorter surveys are prone to achieve a higher response rate than 
longer surveys.  A number of sources recommend that self-complete surveys 
should take less than 30 minutes complete (Kelley et al., 2003) 
In light of the above, and taking into consideration the number of items that 






relatively large number of items was produced. The researcher needed to balance 
the risk of inducing respondent fatigue with the risk of not producing enough 
items which would result in weak latent constructs. Therefore, the initial battery 
of items consisted of 45 statements.  
5.1.3 Directionality of item wording  
The issue of positively and negatively worded items is a contentious topic within 
scale development literature (Winwood et al, 2005). In particular, advocates of 
utilising both positively and negatively phrased items for the development of a 
scale argue that by doing this the researcher may reduce response bias amongst 
respondents. If all items are worded favourably or unfavourably, respondents can 
slip into just agreeing or just disagreeing with all of them.  
Including reversed scored items allows the researcher to identify unengaged 
responses and response acquiescence whereby the respondent goes into ‘auto-
pilot’ and provides the same rating for all items (Price & Mueller, 1986; Spector, 
1992).  
Others,  however have suggested that negatively scaled items can still produce 
errors by  respondents inadvertently answering items as if they were positively 
phrased resulting in an artificial response set (Schmitt & Stults, 1985; Colosi, 
2005). Additionally, critics of reverse scored items caution researchers who 
negatively word items that the semantic meaning of the construct could change 
(Idaszak & Drasgow, 1987; Oppenheim, 2000).  Reversing an item does not 
imply it is the opposite of the initial positively worded item and may lead to the 
formation of a new dimension within the questionnaire. Therefore, if the 
researcher does intend to reverse the direction of an item they need to be cautious 
with wording the item to assure the meaning and interpretation by participants 
will remain consistent with that of a positively phrased item (Schriesheim, 






communalities of reversed items at the factor analytic stage solution (Harrison & 
McLaughlin, 1991; Doty & Glick, 1998).  
After careful consideration it was decided to include negatively keyed questions 
in the scale item list but sacrifice the criterion of an equal split between positive 
and negative frames. The decision on the number of reversed items included in 
item battery was determined by their semantic cohesion. Five of the 45 items 
were reversed to be able to detect any potential response bias. However, the 
number of items was kept to a minimum to avoid developing confusing or 
unnatural items.  
5.1.4 Item scaling 
Although there are a number of different scaling techniques available, as this 
study was about identifying a finite quantifiable set of variables that characterise 
employee beliefs/attitudes/perception a Likert type scale was deemed most 
appropriate (Cook et al., 1981; Kerlinger, 1986).  Following precedents from 
other studies of organisational climate / culture (Pidgeon et al., 2003; Weyman & 
Boocock, 2014) the generated items were configured as statements referenced to 
which respondents were asked to indicate their degree of agreement / 
disagreement.  Turning to the issue of the most appropriate number of scale 
anchors,  despite the widespread use of a five-point Likert scales, research has 
indicated that surveys with fewer points for respondents to indicate their 
agreement to a set of statements can lead to a response set bias (Krosnick & 
Presser, 2010). There can also be subtle differences that may not be understood in 
the same way by all respondents (Stone, 1978). Using a larger number of anchors 
allows for greater nuances between options to be made (Furr, 2011). Therefore, a 
7 point scale was deemed to be more appropriate due to the sensitivity that can be 
examined between responses. Additionally, including more anchors offers greater 
flexibility for participants in selecting a response they feel reflects their beliefs 






= strongly agree to 7 = strongly disagree was utilized to generate sufficient 
variance among responses. 
5.1.5 Aggregated constructs 
Johns (2006) argues that individuals typically work in a group where they share 
the same workplace and similar experiences. Additionally, he suggests that due to 
their daily interaction they have the potential to influence each other and 
therefore their perceptions and beliefs about their workplace are likely to 
converge. Support for such a conceptualization emerges from literature that 
proposes employee perceptions are a product of context and culture (Schabracq, 
2003; Johnson & Down, 2012). Consequently, gaining insight to a particular 
workplace requires understanding individual and collective (shared) perceptions 
of that workplace. 
Due to the fact that the envisaged measure aimed to target organizational level 
factors that impact employee resilience the wording of statements should reflect 
unit-level items (i.e. Team, department, or a division).  Group-level constructs are 
often derived from individual-level data. Such a process entails utilising a 
composition model that can identify how the lower level data can be combined to 
compose the higher level constructs (Van Mierlo et al., 2008). Limited research 
has examined how to generate group-level constructs in relation to psychometric 
measures. However, the most commonly utilised construction model has been the 
referent shift consensus model (Chan, 1998; Klein et al., 2001; Van Mierlo et al., 
2008). The referent shift model suggests that group level constructs can be used 
to assess shared experiences (Klein et al., 2001). This is done by wording survey 
items in relation to the intended nesting; the unit of reference the researcher is 
interested in (Van Mierlo et al., 2005). For example instead of asking employees 
to rate the statement “I have flexibility regarding working hours” this item would 
be phrased as “My workplace offers flexibility regarding working hours.”  It was 






possible (questions relating to team or organisation) items were worded with 
reference to the unit of interest.   
5.2 Cognitive pilot  
Prior to distribution of the survey, a cognitive pilot was performed to test the ease 
of use and respondent comprehension and interpretation of the items (Tourangeau 
et al., 2000) using Bristol Online Survey software platform.   
The pilot questionnaire was distributed among 17 employees from the LA 
comprising of 11 females and 6 males. The participants were informed that the 
questionnaire was about their experiences at work. The participants were asked to 
rate the extent to which they agreed or disagreed with the 45 scaled response 
statements.  
After completing the survey a feedback section was provided for respondents to 
make comments relating to: accessing the survey, the usability of the survey’s 
format and layout, the comprehensibility of the introduction and ethics statement 
and detail regarding the actual survey items.  
In particular, respondents were asked the following questions about the 
questions/items: 
1. Identification of items that they considered lacked clarity or were 
confusing 
2. Identification of items that they considered were poorly written or 
difficult to comprehend 
3. Identification of any omissions  
4. Appropriateness of respondent demographic classification  









5.2.1 Results of the pilot 
5.2.1.1 Accessibility of Survey 
Participants reported no misunderstandings relating to the instructions provided 
to access the link in the email sent. Moreover, they experienced no technical 
issues accessing the survey.  
5.2.1.2 Survey Introduction and Ethics Statement 
Participants were asked to comment on the clarity of the introduction provided 
prior to completing the survey. Specifically, whether they understood the purpose 
of the research and what would happen to their data. One participant mentioned 
that some employees might need assurance of the independence of the University 
of Bath as a researcher unit from the organisation itself. As a result small 
paragraph was included in the introduction to clarify that the research project was 
impartial to the organisation being investigated and the researcher stressed the 
importance of confidentiality and anonymity.  
5.2.1.3 Format and Layout 
All participants seemed happy with the layout and font of the survey. Positive 
comments relating the usefulness of the progress bar were made. The researcher 
added in the logo on the UoB to remind participant of the independence of the 
research mentioned in section 4.2.1.2. 
5.2.1.4 Likert Scale 
During the pilot, participants answered the Likert style questions using a 7-point 
scale. Following the pilot study, this was changed to a 6-point scale.  When asked 
about the usefulness of the scale several participants noted that they believed that 
their fellow colleagues may select the middle option (neither agree nor disagree) 
due to fear that their manager might see their results despite confidentiality being 






The issue of whether to include a midpoint or not in a survey is a point of 
contention within the survey design literature.  Krosnick (1991) asserted that if 
respondents answer a survey diligently this imposes a cognitive burden whilst 
performing the task (Optimising). He argued that most respondents do not 
optimise and instead they satisfice by avoiding spending effort while answering a 
question. The inclusion of a midpoint provides an easy choice with no 
justification needed increasing satisficing.  
Moreover, the inclusion of a midpoint may forego useful data collection as 
midpoint can discourage people to a take side (Krosnick & Fabrigar, 1997). If 
respondents will most likely use the midpoint choice to avoid answering the 
question then there may be reasons to exclude a neutral midpoint (neither agree 
nor disagree) (Fabrigar et al, 1999; Streiner et al., 2015; DeVellis, 2017).  
However, others argue that some people may truly have a neutral view and by 
eliminating the midpoint respondents will be forced to pick a point either on the 
positive side or on the negative side of the scale, resulting in measurement bias.  
Contradictory findings exist with regards to the midpoint and reliability/validity 
of a scale. For instance, Alwin and Krosnick (1991) found that the inclusion of a 
midpoint made the scale less reliable. On the other hand,  O’Muircheartaigh et 
al., (1999) found that adding midpoints to rating scales improved the reliability 
and validity of ratings.  The researcher considered both perspectives but 
ultimately decided that the needs of the particular research project were more 
important than precedent of survey design. Given that the middle option might 
give respondents an easy way out to avoid inaccurate data and impact to the 
kurtosis of data, the researcher decided to move to a 6-point scale to somewhat 
force participants to include some opinion. In addition, a sentence was added to 
the survey instructions to clarify that participants should answer the questions 
based on their personal experiences within the organisation so as to reflect their 







5.2.1.5 Draft Survey Questions 
Pilot participants were also asked for feedback on the questionnaire items. 
Overall, they reported positive comments about individual items leading to a 
limited number of revisions needing to be made a few comments were received 
which lead to some minor amendments to the following four items: 
1. Original- I feel that I am part of a community at  work  
Amended- I feel that I am part of a community whilst at work 
2. Original- This organisation gets in the way of me doing my job properly  
Amended- This organisation gets in the way of me doing my job properly 
because of bureaucracy /processes 
3. Original- Staff are often micro managed in this organisation  
Amended- I have control over prioritising tasks and responsibilities when 
faced with multiple demands at work 
4. Original- This organisation trusts employees to do their job autonomously  
Amended- This organisation trusts its employees enough to make 
executive decisions at work 
 
In addition to these amendments some respondents raised the concern that 
different teams might use different language to describe their job role. For 
example, manager, team leader, supervisor, and line manager are all 
interchangeable terms that might not be used by all teams in the LA. Therefore a 
statement was included in the survey instructions that noted:   The following 
questions use the terms 'employee', 'staff', 'manager', 'management', 'organisation' 
and 'employer', however your workplace may use different language to describe 
these roles. Please respond keeping in mind the terms appropriate for your 
workplace e.g. 'manager' might represent your supervisor or line manager in your 







5.3 Data Gathering 
5.3.1 Sampling 
In common with study 1, the sample was drawn from the case study LA. For the 
initial explorative study (study 2) this produced a voluntary opportunity sample 
of 250, in response to an emailed invitation. 
5.3.2 Sample Size 
Exploratory factor analysis has been found to be particularly susceptible to 
sample size effects. Therefore the researcher needs to ensure an adequate sample 
size has been gathered to more accurately conduct the factor analysis.  
Methodologists have recommended a number of guidelines for estimating an 
adequate sample size for an EFA.  The majority of these guidelines determine the 
adequacy of the sample size based on the number of items included in the 
analysis. Often such recommendations vary considerably resulting in inconsistent 
guidelines for researchers to follow. Below is a table 4 summarising various 
guidelines the author examined. 
Table 4. Guidelines for sample size  
Recommended sample size  Authors  
item-to-response ratio 1:4  (Rummel, 1970) 
item-to-response ratio 1:5 Gorsuch (1983) 
item-to-response ratio 1:10 Nunnally (1978); (Schwab, 1980) 
 
Recent research has proposed that mechanical guidelines such as item-to-
response ratios lack the ability to be sensitive to the nature of the data 
(Guadagnoli & Velicer, 1988; MacCallum et al., 1999). In particular how well 
items load on the different factors is now considered a superior determinant for 






items represent each common factor and communalities/loadings are high (above 
.70) accurate factor solutions can be obtained with samples as small as 100 
(Guadagnoli & Velicer, 1988; MacCallum et al., 1999). As communality estimate 
decrease a larger sample size is needed.  
Table 5. Criteria for sample size based on loadings.  
Recommendations   Sample Size (N) 
3 or more variables with loadings of 0.8  N≥50 
4 or more variables with loadings of 0.6  N≥100 
10 or more variables with loadings of 0.4  N≥150 
Factors with only a few loadings  N≥300 
Based on Stevens (2002) 
Based on the above, the sample utilised in this study relative to number of 
questions and predicted number of constructs exceeded the minimum criteria. 
5.3.3 Administration of survey  
The survey configured for on-line completion using Bristol Online Survey (BOS) 
software (see Appendix N).  A link to the survey was sent via email to members 
of the volunteer group.  The link was active for a period of three weeks from the 
21
st
 of March 2014 to the 10
th
 of April 2014. The link respondents to the survey 
site and all completed responses were submitted directly to the researcher via 
BOS. Reminders were sent out asking non-responders to complete the survey 
during the second week.   
5.3.4 Sample characteristics 
The sampling strategy produced 146 completed data sets (a response rate of 
58.4%; N = 250). The response rate was considered high compared to quoted 
ranges (5%-21%) for online surveys (Deutskens et al., 2004; Kaplowitz, Hadlock, 
& Levine, 2004). The sample included a range of personnel grades and job roles, 






directorates / departments ranging from City Directors to Neighbourhood and city 
development. Table 6 provides a breakdown of the sample by a range of 
demographic details.  






Full-time employees  108 74% 
Part-time employees  38 26% 
Male  51 35% 
Female 95 65% 
Business Change 27 19% 
City Director 5 3% 
Neighbourhoods 34 24% 
People 56 38% 
Place 15 10% 
I do not know 9 6% 
Senior management 4 3% 
Supervisor/line manager 48 34% 
Front line staff 51 36% 
Administrative staff 25 18% 
I don’t know 18 12% 
>1 year 4 3% 
 1-5 years 16 11% 
 5-10 years 54 37% 
 10-20 years 44 30% 







5.3.5 Sampling error 
Simsek and Veiga (2001) identify two main issues when discussing sampling 
bias; representativeness and control. These authors recommend that researchers 
need to be cautious when considering the nature of the sample they select. Overly 
homogeneous samples are prone to produce lower variance on measured items, 
thereby, weakening the correlations among items (Cattell, 1978; Comrey & Lee, 
1992; Gorsuch, 1983; Tucker & MacCallum, 1997). 
The sample was limited to a single Local Authority. This was purposeful as the 
researcher was investigating the impact of change on employee resilience within 
a specific LA. However, it reflected notable heterogeneity with respect to the 
range of job roles and grades  
The researcher examined the ratio of full time and part time staff as well as the 
ratio of gender roles within local government. The Office for National Statistics 
(ONS) estimates that 46% of the local government workforce is employed a full 
time and 54% part time (ONS, 2016).  There was a considerable disparity 
between full and part time employees reported by the ONS and the current study; 
in this study 74% of workforce was classified as fulltime and 26% as part time. 
Additionally, the 2016 ONS employment survey revealed a gender split of 24% 
male and 76% female within local government. This study’s sample reflected a 
gender split of 65% female and 35% male.  
Over and above representativeness, sampling control needs to be examined. 
Sampling control refers to control over potential deception from respondents 
completing the survey. It covers issues such as participants forwarding the survey 
links to people who should not be in the sample, or submitting more than one 
response to influence their results (Simsek & Veiga, 2001). Due to the detailed 
demographics participants were asked to complete it is unlikely that an individual 
from outside of the sample responded to the survey without the researcher 
knowing, or respond more than once. The researcher would be able to pick up on 






5.4 Exploratory Analysis 
5.4.1 PCA VS EFA 
A primary aim of this study was to examine the underlying structure of 
constructs, or to group variables meaningfully based on their interrelationships 
from items generated based on study one. The study aimed to develop a scale and 
test the relationship between the variables for the first time. Therefore, as 
discussed previously EFA was selected over CFA.  
Upon selecting EFA as the methods of analysis the researcher had to decide 
between selecting common factor analysis or principal components analysis 
(PCA). Fabrigar et al., (1999) cites that often research uses these terms 
interchangeably however the two procedures are inherently different.  
The objectives of EFA and PCA are fundamentally different. The goal for PCA is 
data reduction; the procedures involved in the statistical analysis are designed to 
reduce the large set of items measured to a smaller set whilst retaining as much 
information from the original large set of items as possible (Fabrigar et al., 1999; 
Velicer & Jackson, 1990). This approach assumes that items form a composite 
component; performance on each item defines the component (Costello & 
Osborne, 2005; DeCoster, 1998; Velicer & Jackson, 1990).  In contrast, common 
factor analysis assumes responses to the items reflect participants underlying 
attitudes. Therefore, the objective is to identify latent constructs that reflect the 
measured variables (Gorsuch, 1983; McDonald, 1985; McArdie, 1990).  Here the 
items are a result of an underlying construct. The goal of EFA is to model the 
structure of associations among the original variables (Fabrigar et al., 1999).  
Moreover, the researcher notes that the methodological advantages that common 
factor analysis has over PCA also played a role in deciding which method was 
most appropriate for the study.  Proponents of the common factor analysis 
suggest that most psychological measure contain some degree of random error. 






PCA model, therefore, making the common factor method a more realistic 
representation of the structure of associations between variables (Gorsuch, 1973; 
Bentler & Kano, 1990). Additionally, the common factor model can be tested for 
model fit.  In contrast, because PCA does not provide information on which one 
could base a decision to reject or accept the model (Bentler & Kano, 1990; 
McArdle, 1990) 
However, a frequently discussed limitation of exploratory factor analysis is the 
degree of subjectivity involved in the methodological procedures. The researcher 
must make several decisions with regards to the analysis resulting in the accuracy 
of the latent structure being largely dependent on the subjectivity and quality of 
these decisions (Henson & Roberts, 2006; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). The 
following section will discuss the decisions made by the researcher with regards 
to this study.  
A number of factor extraction procedures exist. For the purpose of this study 
Maximum Likelihood (ML) was deemed most appropriate. ML provides fit 
statistics and allows the researcher to test differences in model fit (Cudeck & 
O'Dell, 1994). This primary advantage is useful for the development of a scale 
based on exploratory analysis.  
5.4.2 Pre analysis checks  
Factor Analysis is sensitive to the sizes of correlations between items, to outliers 
and missing data. These were carefully considered prior to analysis.  
5.4.2.1 Missing data  
The extent of missing data was examined and best practice guidelines were 
followed to take account of it. Guidelines suggest that any missing data below 
2% on each question could be considered negligible (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013) 
however due to the medium sample size  and the fact that certain items had more 






Values Analysis was conducted. Specifically, to determine the nature of the 
missing data Little’s MCAR Test was run for each item. This revealed a non-
significant result (χ² (6070) =6158.156, p=.211) , suggesting that the pattern of 
missing data was random, rather than systematic, therefore it was considered 
appropriate to deal with  missing data  using mean-substitution imputation (Judd 
& Kenny, 2010).  
5.4.2.2 Outliers 
A second pre analysis check was performed to check for the presence of outliers 
using Mahalanobis' Distance statistic (Stevens, 1984; Ullman, 2013). The 
Mahalanobis D2 (MD) statistic measures the relative distance of variables from 
the mean (centroid) of a multivariate distribution (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013).  
To this end, a new variable was generated to calculate the MD statistic in SPSS 
by running a linear regression model with each of the items as predictors, 
requesting the Mahalanobis distance to be saved.  The significance of each 
distance was calculated using the CDF.CHISQ(?,?) command in SPSS. This 
allows the probability of a chi- square distribution test to be assessed using the 
Mahalanobis distance and the degrees of freedom which is the number of 
variables minus 1.  The command generates a probability variable for each MD 
point. Any probabilities of less than 0.001 are classified as potential outliers 
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). Two cases with significant distances (p < .001) 
were identified and were excluded from the analysis.  
5.4.2.3 Normality checks 
To determine if normality assumptions were met measures of skewness and 
kurtosis were examined.  Recommendations on acceptable values for skew and 
kurtosis suggest -3 and +3 and -10 and +10 respectively (Kline, 2005; Brown, 
2006). The author applied the stricter criterion in each case. In line with other 
researchers values between -2 and +2 where considered acceptable for skewness 






Mallery, 2010; Gravetter & Wallnau, 2014).  All items adhered to the above 
criteria suggesting the data was normally distributed (see appendix O).    
This was an important criterion to assess as the researcher selected ML as a 
method of extraction.  
5.4.2.4 Multicollinearity checks 
Multicollinearity and singularity are situations where the correlation amongst 
items are too high.  Two or more items in the model are correlated and provide 
redundant information about the response (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). 
Multicollinearity was measured by variance inflation factors (VIF) and tolerance 
test. VIF values that exceed 4 or tolerance values that are less than 0.2 indicate 
multicollinearity (Hair et al., 2010). Reviewing the VIF values two items were 
removed from the analysis. Other items did exceed this strict criterion however 
the researcher examined each item case by case based on face validity and 
decided  to only eliminate items well above 4 (refer to appendix P for VIF 
values). 
5.4.2.5 Factorability of R and Communalities  
Due to the ordinal nature of Likert scales the researcher used polychoric 
correlations to examine the correlations between items. A matrix that is 
factorable should contain several substantial correlations (Tabachnick & Fidell, 
2013). However, sizable correlations do not always mean that latent factors exist. 
For this reason methodologists suggest reviewing correlation but also conducting 
several test to measure how suitable the data is for factor analysis. In particular, 
Bartlett's sphericity test and the Kaiser-Mayer-Olkin (KMO) index were used to 
examine the factorability of the dataset.  
Correlations in excess of .30 were found between some variables indicating the 
appropriateness of FA. Bartlett’s test of sphericity, which tests the hypothesis that 
the correlation in the matrix are zero, was significant (χ 
2






The Kaiser-Mayer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy indicated that the 
strength of the relationships among variables was high (KMO = .964). The above 
results indicate the dataset was adequate for analysis.  
Furthermore, communalities represent the amount of variance of each item that 
can be accounted for by the factors. MacCallum et al (1999) suggest 
communalities should be in the range of .50; any variables with lower 
communalities coefficients should be considered for removal. Communalities 
were examined and two items were identified for removal.  
5.4.2.6 Low and Cross loading items  
Low loading items were examined; loadings lower than .45 were removed and 
deemed unacceptable (Comrey & Lee, 1992; Field, 2000). Items with low 
loading that did not load highly on another factor were removed. In total seven 
items were completely removed. Other items with substantially higher cross 
loading on one factor than another were examined for face validity. If the item fit 
in with the semantic nature of the other items on a given factor it was retained.   
After combining all the pre analysis checks a total number of 11 items were 
removed (see table 7).  
Table 7. Items removed after pre analysis checks  
Removed Items  
My supervisor encourages me to develop new competencies and skills 
There is a strong emphasis on staff development in this organisation 
I have regular meetings with my manager to discuss my personal development  
Dedication and hard work is never recognised in this organisation 
The staff appraisal system is fair and just 
Staff are treated fairly regardless of their position at work 
I have a clear understanding of my responsibilities at work 
In my job, I know what is expected of me 
Staff are rarely involved in important decisions regarding the work they do 
This organisation is caring towards its  staff 






5.4.3 Determining the Number of factors to retain 
Factor analysis (FA) is one of the most commonly applied techniques in scale 
development therefore the determination of the number of factors to retain is one 
of the most important decision in exploratory factor analysis (Zwick & Velicer, 
1986).  
Empirical research suggests that retaining too few factors in a model increases 
the likelihood of substantial error (Cattell, 1978; Fava & Velicer, 1992; Wood et 
al., 1996). Specifying too few factors can results in measured items that load onto 
factors not included in the model lowering factor loading for items that do 
actually load onto the factors in the model.  This can cause factors to merge and 
can obscure the factor solution (Comrey, 1978).  
Methodologists argue that is safer to specify too many factors in order reduce the 
potential for error (Fava & Velicer, 1992; Wood et al., 1996). They argue that 
overfactoring generates solutions where factors are accurately represented by the 
measured variables and any excess factor will simply not have any items load 
substantially on them. However this is does not mean that overfactoring should 
be seen as desirable.  Latent structures with too many factors may reduce 
parsimony (Comrey, 1978; Comrey & Lee, 1992). The researcher might 
speculate that certain latent constructs exist making the development of the scale 
or theory more complicated than it needs to be.   
To avoid over or under factoring the researcher decided to apply plural criteria to 
determine the number of factors appropriate to retain. Below is a discussion of 
the procedures used to specify the number of factors.  
Perhaps the simplest known procedure for determining the number of factors to 
retain is the Kaiser Criterion that examines the eigenvalue distribution of the 
correlation matrix (Gorsuch, 1983).The amount of eigenvalues greater than 1 are 






Methodologists attribute the popularity of the eigenvalue-greater-than-one rule to 
its simplicity, objectivity and ease of implementation. However, the Kaiser 
criterion has a number of problems when it comes to the interpretation of the 
eigenvalues. Firstly, the wrong eigenvalues are often identified from the reduced 
correlation matrix as opposed to the unreduced matrix (Guttman, 1954). 
Secondly, applying the technical rule of greater than 1 has been criticised as 
being meaningless (Gorsuch, 1980; Horn, 1969).  Fabrigar et al. (1999) give the 
example of the suggestion that an eigenvalue of 1.01 is seen as a major factor 
whereas a factor with an eigenvalue of 0.99 is not. Finally, evidence suggests that 
the Kaiser procedure tends to lead to the retention of too many factors (Cattell & 
Jaspers, 1967; Cattell & Vogelmann, 1977; Zwick & Velicer, 1986).  
An initial Exploratory Factor Analysis extracted 7 factors (see Appendix Q for 
pattern matrix) with Eigenvalues >1, accounting for 60.72% of the total variance 
explained. The first factor to emerge was considerably larger comprising of 16 
items and accounting for 38% of the total variance. 
Due to the limitations of the Kaiser criterion this study further used the scree test 
as another factor retention approach. Once again the eigenvalues of the 
correlation matrix are computed and are then plotted on a graph in descending 
order (Cattell, 1966; Cattell & Jaspers, 1967). The researcher examined the graph 
visually for the last prominent drop in the size of eigenvalues.  Following the 
procedures guidelines the researcher retained the number of common factors that 
reflected the number of eigenvalues prior to this last substantial drop. The scree 







However, the scree plot is subject to the researchers’ own interpretation of the 
plot. To verify the scree plot parallel analysis was judged to constitute a more 
objective measure. This method is based on the comparison of eigenvalues 
produced by the actual data to eigenvalues from simulated data (i.e., the predicted 
means of eigenvalues produced by repeated sets of random data) (Horn, 1965; 
Montanelli & Humphreys, 1976; Field, 2000). The number of common factors 
retained is based on selecting the number of real eigenvalues that are greater than 
the eigenvalues expected from random data. Parallel analysis revealed that six 










Figure 3. Results of parallel analysis 





Result: retain 6 factors  
Finally as the ML method of factor extraction was utilised the model fit was 
examined to determine the appropriate number of factors to retain. Fabrigar et al 
(1999) propose that the best model structure is that which constitutes a substantial 
improvement in fit over a model with one fewer factor but for which a model 
with one more factor provides little if any improvement in fit. A number of 
measures to determine model fit exist. The ones used in the study and there 
parameters are summarised in table 8. 
Table 8. Criteria for model fit  
Model Fit Index  
Chi Square Larger model significant at P<.001 
Root Mean Square Error of 
Approximation (RMSEA) 
Values close to zero. RMSEA < 0.08 
Tucker Lewis index(TLI) ≥ 0.95 







The analysis revealed that as the number of factors increased so did model fit (see 
table 9). The χ
2
 was significant for all models but the larger model (model with 
more parameters/factors) is preferred. Additionally, RMSEA, TLI and BIC 
improve with more factors added. 
Table 9. Fit indices for factor models with different number of factors retained 
Factors 
retained 
n χ2 df p TLI RMSEA BIC 
5 146 4021.2 775 <.001 0.87 0.07 -1256.6 
6 146 3068.72 735 <.001 0.90 0.06 -1936.7 
7 146 2444.94 696 <.001 0.92 0.05 -2294.9 
 
The goal of EFA is to generate the best simple structure. A seventh factor did not 
improve the model fit substantially and Parallel analysis as well as the Kaiser 
criterion suggested six factors are appropriate. Therefore, the researcher decided 
that six factors should be retained. 
5.4.4 Factor rotation 
For any given model with two or more factors there exists an infinite number of 
other possible structure orientations that can explain the data comparably well 
(Fabrigar et al., 1999). There is no unique factor solution for EFA model with 
more than one factor.  This results in the researcher being required to select one 
of the infinite and equally fitting solutions. Research proposes that the selection 
of the most appropriate factor solution should be based on parsimony; the 
simplest and easiest interpretable factor structure should be retained.   The best 
‘simple structure’ refers to a model whereby latent factors are defined by a subset 
of items that have a large loading relative to the other measured variables and  
each item loads highly onto a single common factors (Thurstone, 1947).  
The most significant decision a researcher needs to make in relation to the 
analytic rotation method is to make the decision between selecting orthogonal or 






Orthogonal rotations produce a loading matrix were all factors are uncorrelated 
with each other (Gorsuch, 1983). Instead the orthogonal rotation constrains 
correlations between measured variables and factors.  The loading matrix is 
interpreted by examining the relationship between each observed variable and 
each factor. The most dominant method of orthogonal rotation in psychological 
research is varimax (Costello & Osborne, 2005).  
On the other hand, oblique rotation methods produce correlations among factors. 
The analysis generates the structure matrix which provides the correlation 
between the factors and measured variables. Of more interest for exploratory 
work a pattern matrix is also produced (Gorusch, 1983). The pattern matrix 
contains the loadings (similar to regression coefficients) of standardised observed 
variables expressed as a function of the factors.  
Contemporary researchers have indicated a preference for oblique rotation as 
they argue that constructs measure in psychology such as attitudes, personality 
traits can be expected to correlate. Therefore there is an argument that by 
adopting oblique rotation methods the researcher adheres to a more realistic 
representation of how latent factors are related to one another (Fabrigar et al., 
1999). 
As discussed above oblique rotation provides estimates of the correlations among 
common factors. This enables researcher to examine the extent to which factors 
correlate with on another allowing for large correlation among factors to be 
identified. Substantial correlations among factors could indicate that that higher 
order factors exist which would facilitate the researcher in further refining his/her 
understanding of the data (Gorsuch, 1983). 
Finally, factors are not required to correlate when using oblique rotation. If the 
simplest structure contains factors will low or zero correlation the oblique 






rotation (Fabrigar et al., 1999). Several oblique rotation procedures exist such as 
oblimin, quartimin, and promax (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013) 
The researcher selected Promax as an oblique rotation procedure as it is fast in its 
computation in addition to it providing the best simple structure that includes 
which variables do and do not correlate with each factor (Tabachnick & Fidell, 
2013).  
5.5 Finalising EFA Analysis  
5.5.1 Results of EFA  
An initial ML extraction analysis was used to estimate the number of factors, 
presence of outlier and multicollinearity and factorability of the data.  Items were 
examined for appropriateness of inclusion in the final FA; 11 items were 
removed. Following the initial exploration of the data, a forced six factor solution 
was tested using ML as an extraction method and Promax as a rotation method. 
Six factors emerged from the EFA which together accounted for 62.4% of the 
variance. The table 10 below summarises the factor structure will item loadings 
(refer to appendix R for pattern matrix and Variance explained).  
Table 10. ML factor analysis with oblique rotation 
Factor Item Loading 
Factor 1 Staff are respected in this organisation. .649 
This organisation appreciates 
employees who go the extra mile. 
.600 
The decisions management make about 
employees are usually fair. 
.674 
This organisation is committed to 
minimizing unnecessary stress at work. 
.944 
This organisation supports its staff.  .974 
Senior management are primarily 





I can always rely on my supervisor to 
defend me if things go wrong. 
.799 







My manager is interested in my 
viewpoint/ opinion on important issues 
relating to work. 
.893 
My manager cares about my emotional 
well-being. 
.881 
My supervisor recognises my 





There is a high level of trust between 
the people in my team. 
.755 
There is a genuine sense of cooperation 
between people I work with to reach 
common goals. 
.670 
My colleagues are willing to listen to 
my work-related problems. 
.605 
I can usually rely on other members of 
my team for help when I need it. 
.864 
Factor 4 I often work more hours than I am paid 
for. 
.774 
I feel under pressure to work long 
hours. 
.792 
I often spend time thinking about work 
when I am at home. 
.545 
I regularly stay late, or take work home 





I feel the work I do makes a difference. .551 
I feel a strong attachment to what my 
team is trying to achieve. 
.537 
I am proud to tell others that I am a part 
of this organisation. 
.838 





I am informed about important changes 
at work in a timely manner. 
.775 
People in this organisation always know 
what is going on. 
.600 
I am informed of important changes that 
may impact how my work is done. 
 
.828 
This organisation provides me with all 









Factor criterion: A six factor solution was specified  
5.5.2 Naming EFA Factors 
Each of the factors that emerged were readily identifiable from their face validity 
and their correspondence to themes identified in the exploratory qualitative study 
(study one; chapter 4). 
5.5.2.1 Factor 1 
Factor one comprised of six items, this factor was assigned the label 
‘Organisation Valuing Staff’. This factor mapped onto the following subthemes 
identified in qualitative study one: Unsupportive Leaders; Organisational 
appreciation and fairness; Participative decision making; and investment in staff/ 
training and development. The items that comprise factor 1 related to the extent 
to which employees perceive that the organisation: treated them fairly; offered 
support and minimised their stresses; recognised their contributions to the 
service; and respected their needs and desires in relation to their jobs and the 
service as a whole. The items within this factor appeared to complement elements 
which comprise Factor 2. Factor 2 focused more specifically on management 
support for individual employee wellbeing, whilst Factor 1 was more broadly 
related to how organisations value their staff.  
5.5.2.2 Factor 2 
Factor 2 was identified as ‘Supportive Management’. This factor shared some 
elements with Factor 1 as it similarly related to how well employees feel 
supported within the organisation. However, this factor more specifically 
addressed whether or not employees think that managers cared about their well-
being, defended them, respect and listened to their opinions, and provided 
supportive feedback. Furthermore, this factor directly assessed whether 
employees trust their managers. This factor mapped directly onto the following 






Communication. This factor not only addressed how supported employees felt 
but also considered the extent to which employees felt they could share their 
views and communicate with their managers.  
5.5.2.3 Factor 3 
The third factor identified in the EFA was labelled as ‘Team cohesion’. This 
factor mapped directly onto Theme of ‘Team cohesion’ in qualitative study one. 
This factor related to the extent employees perceived themselves as belonging 
within a team, and how they experienced team relationships. Items assessed how 
comfortable employees felt asking other team members for help, how much they 
trusted their peers, and the extent to which they felt they belonged to a team with 
shared goals.  
5.5.2.4 Factor 4 
Factor 4 was identified as ‘Work life balance’ and this mapped closely onto the 
subtheme ‘Work Intensification’ identified in qualitative study one. Items that 
comprise this factor assessed aspects such as working overtime, working at home, 
and thinking about work at home. Additionally, this factor maps onto the 
subtheme of ‘Model Leaders, as it included an item which assessed whether or 
not employees feel pressured to work long hours.  In qualitative study one 
common perceptions which led to the identification of this subtheme included the 
idea that managers work over-time and come in when they are unwell, therefore 
there are expectations for employees to do the same.  
5.5.2.5 Factor 5 
Factor 5 was assigned the label ‘Purpose and meaning’. This factor mapped 
directly on to a subtheme identified within study one; ‘meaning and purpose’. 
Items related to how employees value and feel proud of the work they do and 






overarching aims of the organisation. This factor did not directly consist of 
elements which complement issues addressed in other factors or subtheme.   
5.5.2.6 Factor 6 
Finally, four items comprise factor 6, which was identified as ‘Quality of 
communication’. This factor mapped on to subthemes of Participative decision 
making and Transparency and Openness. Broadly this factor related to the extent 
to which employees feel that their organisations inform them of changes within 
the service, and communicate with them appropriately. Moreover, this factor 
mapped onto another subtheme of ‘Investment in staff/ training and 
development’. This related to one item within this factor, which assessed whether 
staff felt they were provided with the necessary information and training in which 
to complete their roles.  
5.6 Summary of Findings  
The aim of the present study was to develop an initial measure of work related 
factors that have the potential to act as enabling conditions for the development 
of employee resilience. The exploratory factory analysis revealed that 27 out of 
the 45 initial items formed six identifiable factors. The factors were examined for 
face validity in regards to themes identified in study one.  
While there was some variance between study one themes and the factors to 
emerge from Study two, overall the revealed six constructs complemented and 
closely aligned with the themes identified in study one. Most similar in scope was 
Factor 3, Team cohesion which reflects aspects of the study one theme Team 
cohesion; Factor 4, Work life balance, which reflects aspects of the study one 
subtheme Work Intensification, and Factor 5, Purpose and meaning, which also 
reflects the Study one subtheme Meaning and Purpose. Factor 1, Organisation 
valuing staff, Factor 2, Supportive management and Factor 6 Quality of 
communication encompass aspects of more than one theme/subtheme identified 






Factor one, Organisation Valuing Staff (OVS), reflects aspects of four of study 
one’s themes/subthemes Unsupportive leaders; organisational fairness and 
appreciation; participative decision making; and investment in staff training and 
development. The common thread running through this factor relates to the 
provision of recognition, appreciation, fair treatment and respect. Items 
pertaining to how employees perceive they were treated within the workplace and 
the fairness of resource allocation emerged. This is congruent to employee 
perceptions of organisational injustice were discussed in study one in relation to 
recruitment practices and felt that managers did not recognise or respect their 
efforts. Components of involvement and feedback are also prominent in this 
factor. In study one, employees expressed feeling increasingly disengaged with 
work and disconnected from the organisation due to the lack of engagement and 
involvement in decision making at work. Feedback in the form of participative 
communication is essential in enabling employees to disclose and discuss the 
aspects of any change process that may not be working for them, and also 
promoting a sense that employees are valued as their concerns are taken into 
account (Saksvik et al., 2007). All the above have the potential to facilitate 
employees perceptions of feeling appreciated and recognised in their workplace. 
This in turn can promote resilient behaviour at work as employees are more 
motivated and engaged alongside lower work related stress and increased 
wellbeing (Siegel & Ruh, 1973; Lunt et al. 2007; Sert et al., 2014; Elovainio et 
al., 2015).  
Factor two, Supportive Management (SM), relates to the dyadic employee-
manager relationship and spans two of the Study one themes: Communication 
and Enabling Leaders. Whilst this Factor does not align exclusively with the 
Study one theme relating to the role manager play in supporting their staff, 
Enabling Leaders, the majority of items do relate directly to this Study one 
theme. Specifically, employee perceptions on their manager emotional 
intelligence and support provided at work were key items of this factor.  The 






honesty managers can use to empower employees. This is similar to high levels 
of involvement but it reflects a more fundamental relationship of open 
communication between employees and managers that facilitates trust and 
participation. This factor shared some elements with Factor 1 as it similarly 
related to how well employees feel supported within the organisation. However, 
this factor more specifically addressed whether or not employees perceived their 
managers are supportive. Factor 1 reflects overall beliefs of how employee 
perceive they are being treated within the LA whereas factors 2 relates more to 
day to day practices at work and how supportive managers are with work related 
issues. The subject of enabling leaders is a vital in relation to employee resilience 
as research suggest that the provision of support and involvement from 
management creates a sense of trust and purpose (Meneghel et al., 2016; Aldana 
et al., 2012), increases employee commitment (Greenleaf, 2002) and foster 
employee wellbeing (Leka & Houdmont, 2012).  
Factor three, Team cohesion (TC), relates to the quality of team relationships and 
sense of connectedness within a team.  This factor aligned directly with the study 
one theme of Team cohesion. The potentially important role team cohesion can 
have on employee resilience is evident from the literature on social networks. 
Caring relationships at work amongst colleagues creates a sense of team 
identification and belonging which in turn acts as a protective mechanism against 
stressors at work (Pisarki et al., 2008); Kirkwood et al., 2008) and has been found 
to enhance emotional well-being and work performance (Bruque et al., 2016). 
Moreover, team cohesion enhances collaboration among team members which 
has been linked to improved work performance and engagement (Gagnon & 
Vaandrager,  2012; Bringsen et al., 2012).   
Factor four, Work life balance (WLB), maps closely onto the subtheme ‘Work 
intensification’ identified in study one. In addition, one item assessed whether or 
not employees feel pressured to work long hour which aligns to subtheme of 






outside of work hours and thinking of work at home at the end of the working 
day. This factor aligns with study one where employees expressed feeling unable 
to switch off from work and suggested that working long hours is engrained in an 
LA’s culture. Working long hours and finding it difficult to switch off from work 
has been associated with negative spill over of work into home life which can in 
turn have a negative impact on employee wellbeing (Olson-Buchanan & Boswell, 
2006; Baruch & Nicholson, 1997). Moreover, insight from research on 
organisational cultures at work suggests that if working long hours is engrained 
in an organisations culture management it will have a detrimental impact on 
employee wellbeing and increased levels of presenteeism (Baker-McClearn, 
Greasley, Dale & Griffith, 2010).  
Factor five, Purpose and meaning (PM), directly aligned with aspects of the 
Study 1 subtheme Meaning and purpose under Occupational/Job structures 
particularly in relation to aspects of feeling value and proud of the work 
employees do and feeling committed to the organisation and what it represent. 
This Factor reflects aspects of meaningful work present in the literature.  In study 
one meaningful work was attributed as a protective factor that helped employees 
cope with the adversity and ongoing change. Employees appeared to form a sense 
of work identity derived from what the LA represents (i.e. public service) which 
seemed to offset the job related stressors. When employees align themselves with 
the values of their job this increases work engagement and satisfaction (Kahn, 
1990; Wayne, Randel, & Stevens, 2006; Grant, 2007).  
Finally, factor six, Quality of communication (QOC) relates to the extent to 
which employees feel that their organisations inform them of changes within the 
service and communicate with them appropriately. The items in the Factor 
aligned with the theme ‘Communication’ which was identified in study 1. One of 
the four items loading onto this Factor also aligned with the theme ‘Commitment 
to learning and efficiency’ which was also identified in study 1. This item was 






employees perceived that they were provided with the necessary information to 
perform their job properly. The factor reflects aspects of transparency, honesty 
and dissemination of accurate information. Clear and transparent communication 
should be accompanied by commitment to change from employees and overall 
the wellbeing (Power, 2004; Stone, 2004; McManus, 2007; Kelloway et al., 
2012).  
Whilst the factors did not directly reflect the theme structure from study one, the 
majority of themes identified in study one are reflected in the items comprising 
each of the study two factors. One subtheme was not reflected in any of the 
factors; operating procedures and structures. Study 2 offers a degree of 
triangulation of Study 1 findings, increasing confidence in the core components 
identified in Study 1. Furthermore, it offers a starting point for the development 
employee resilience climate tool. Core workplace components from  both studies 
propose that potential aspects of work that are important for employee resilience, 
relate to: perceptions of fair treatment and recognition; the relationship between 
leader and subordinate; the ability to satisfactorily balance work and home life; 
work identity; quality of communication and team support.  
The identified pattern structure provided in study two is only preliminary. 
Exploratory factor analysis does not consider the relationship between the factors 
it only allows for investigating item loadings on latent constructs. A confirmatory 
factor analysis based on a second comparable dataset would permit testing of the 
derived factor structure. Indeed the next step of this project was to further 
validate and determine reliability of the factor structure in study three (see 
chapter 6). Chapter 9 presents a comprehensive review of strengths and 









Chapter 6  
Study Three 
Validation of a scale to measure work-related factors that influence 
employee resilience 
This chapter offers a detailed account of the overall fitness and psychometric 
properties of the factor structure, identified in study 2, to assess the validity of the 
potential scale. In particular, the CFA is used to examine the factor structure 
found in study 2. Initially elements of model specification, estimation and testing 
are considered followed by assessing model fit. Once elements of the model fit 
are discussed the relationship of the sub scales are examine with respect to 
employee resilient behaviours (EmpRes scale). Next, the interaction of sub scales 
in explaining employee resilience is considered. Finally, demographic variations 
in the six sub scales are examined and reported. The chapter ends with a 
summary of key findings.  
6.0 Introduction  
The previous chapters of this thesis sought to explore factors relating to the 
workplace environment that employees perceived as enabling or eroding to their 
ability to function at work. Chapter 4 outlined a range of topics of discussion 
regarding change at work and what work-related factors employees perceived as 
supportive or corrosive. A number of themes including team support, managerial 
support, recognition and valuing staff, and work life balance were identified as 
salient themes from the interviews conducted. For each of these identified 
domains, individual survey items were developed, and EFA was used in study 2 
to explore how the items related to the hypothesised constructs. In particular, the 
EFA study sought to select items from a larger pool to identify and triangulate 
latent constructs that reflected the measured items.  On the basis of encouraging 
results, a potential standardised scale was proposed, and the next step was to 






within a larger sample.  A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was thus used to 
investigate the overall fitness and psychometric properties of the factor structure, 
identified in study 2, to assess the validity of the potential scale. 
The intended output of the EFA and CFA studies was a reliable psychometric 
measure that could be used to benchmark and profile factors contributing to 
employee resilience. The scale is envisioned to be used by the LA and potentially 
other organisations in the public sector to identify relative strengths and weakness 
in their practice, in managing/supporting individuals through periods of stress and 
change.  
As discussed in chapters 2, 4 and 5, in order to enhance the resilience of 
employees, it is important to understand and identify the organisational enabling 
factors that foster employee resilience in the workplace. There is scarce research 
on any direct links, though it has been proposed that the presence of an open, 
supportive, collaborative, empowering and feedback-oriented work environment 
fosters employee resilience (Bommer, Rich, & Rubin, 2005; Bouckenooghe, 
Devos, & Van den Broeck, 2009; Egan, Yang, & Bartlett, 2004; Gill, 2002; 
Marsick & Watkins, 2003). The factors investigated in the present study reflected 
the list of factors that emerged from the EFA conducted: purpose and meaning, 
supportive leadership, corporate communication quality, valuing and recognition 
of staff, team support and work-life balance. The examination of these factors in 
relation to employee resilience was used to assess the predictive and convergent 
validity of the new scale (hypothesis 1).  
 
Moreover, research into antecedent work factors that contribute to / potentially 
degrade employee resilience have highlighted the complex nature of work and 
systems within the working environment. For instance, research suggests that the 
positive benefits of flexible work are contingent upon good supportive 
relationships between employees and managers, and positive supervisor support 






work performance (Gajendran, Harrison & Delaney-Klinger, 2015; Lapierre & 
Allen, 2006). This suggests that resilient behaviours are context-sensitive, and 
operate within a complex system whereby employees may only benefit from 
certain organisational practices or employees will only exhibit certain behaviour 
such as seeking out support based on situational cues they experience within the 
organisation. Therefore, it is hypothesised that variables impacting on resilience 
may be subjected to an array of contextually related moderating influences. For 
example, if employees benefit from co-worker and supervisor support in 
combination with high levels of team cohesion, this may result in higher 
employee resilience levels than if only one dimension of support was present. 
Conversely, if employees believe the quality of communication in the 
organisation is poor, their perceptions of the organisation valuing staff could be 
likewise diminished, which could have a compound negative effect on employee 
resilience.  
 
Finally, a key objective of this research was to develop a climate assessment tool 
for work- related factors with the capacity to capture and profile headline 
influences on employee resilience. The development of a climate tool of this type 
would afford the Local Authority the ability to benchmark employee 
perspectives, characterise demographic differences by job-role, gender etc. and 
use the output to identify priorities for intervention/improvements with regards to 
the work environment.  
 
This chapter’s primary purpose was to confirm the EFA and examine the scope 
for developing factors into sets of subscales. Following on from this the study 
aimed to provide an account of the profile of the LA as a whole and an array of 
constituent demographics. We propose that there will be differences by gender, 
age and job grade, due to the fact that the workplace places different demands on 
employees according to their personal characteristics and experiences 






identify contrasts and explore associative and predictive relationships with 
employee resilience measures. This chapter provides an account of an exploration 
of demographic differences on the six subscales. 
  
6.1 Aim(s) 
1. To validate the measure developed from EFA conducted in study 2 
2. To investigate the relationship between organisations/work factors and 
employee resilience  
3. To examine interactions between subscales and levels of employee 
resilience 
4. To examine demographic differences 
6.1.1 Hypotheses  
Hypothesis 1: All six constructs will be positively associated with higher ratings 
of employee resilience 
Hypothesis 2: Two-way interactions between constructs will be associated with 
employee resilience; higher subscale scores (more positive) will be positively 
associated with higher ratings of employee resilience.  
Hypothesis 3: The six subscales will vary by age, gender and job grade  
 
6. 2 Method 
6.2.1 Participants and Procedure  
The design and content of the second survey was similar to the first survey 
detailed in Chapter 5, and only a brief description is offered here. The survey ran 
throughout June 2014 and was advertised via email to all staff based at the case 
study LA. The survey was built using Bristol Online Software. As previously 
detailed, the survey began by outlining the purpose of the research and the 






information on gender, job role, age and tenure. The survey then included subsets 
of items identified as most strongly representative of the six domains: Purpose & 
Meaning (PM), Work Life Balance (WLB), Team Cohesion/Support (TC), 
Management Support (MS), Organisation Valuing Staff (OVS), Quality of 
Communication (QOC). 
The only modification to the survey was the inclusion of an additional nine items 
that made up the Employee Resilience (EmpRes) Scale, a standardised measure 
that measures employee resilient behaviours at work (see Näswall et al., 2015). 
The EmpRes Scale consists of nine items rated on a 5-point Likert scale ranging 
from 1 to 5 (1=almost never; 5=almost always). An example item is “I effectively 
collaborate with others to handle challenges at work.”(see appendix S for full 
item set). 
An email was sent to all employees at the LA (N = ~7000) to raise awareness of 
the opportunity to participate in the survey, and 911 respondents completed the 
survey, [13 % response rate]. Participant characteristics are presented in Table 11. 
The majority of participants were female (65%); 97% were between the ages of 
25 and 64. Eighty percent (80%) of participants had spent at least 4 years 
working for the organisation, and 47% had been in the organisation more 11 
years. Most (74%) were full-time employees, while 25% were part-time. Less 
than half (41%) of participants were office- or public-faced front-line staff, while 
others worked in management (27%) or administration (19%). About 13% of 
participants performed other roles such as IT workers, specialists, and 










Table 11. Characteristics of CFA participants (N = 911) 
Characteristic N % 
Reported Gender   
Female 571 64.5 
Male 314 35.5 
Age    
18 – 24 26 2.9 
25 – 34 140 15.4 
35 – 44 212 23.3 
45 – 54 304 33.4 
55 – 64 215 24.7 
> 65 12 1.2 
Years in organisation   
< 1 year 57 6.3 
1-3 years 123 13.5 
4-10 years 306 33.7 
11-20 years 239 26.3 
21+ years 184 20.2 
Contract   
Full-time 679 74.5 
Part-time 228 25.0 
Directorate   
Business Change 165 18.3 
City Director 25 2.8 
Neighbourhoods 200 22.2 
People 372 41.3 
Place 94 10.4 
Unknown 45 5.0 
Job function   
Senior Management 90 10.0 
Supervisor/line manager 156 17.3 
Front line staff 373 40.9 
Administrative staff 169 18.8 
Other* 113 12.5 
Note. Column totals may not sum to the sample total due 
to missing data on some characteristics 
 
*e.g. IT, project manager, researcher, specialist 
 
6.2.2 Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) 
Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was used to assess statistically whether the 






structure was consistent with the sample data. As CFA falls under the rubric of 
structural equation modelling (SEM), it is important to distinguish between the 
measurement model, which specifies how the various indicators relate to the 
latent factors, and the structural model, which specifies how the latent factors are 
related to one another or other external variables/measures. As the goal of the 
current study was to develop a standardised instrument, estimation of the 
measurement model was sufficient for addressing the research goals. 
 
Schumacker and Lomax (2010) elaborate five key steps in SEM around which 
decision-making is organised: model specification, model identification, model 
estimation, model testing and model modification. These steps will be discussed 
in turn in relation to the goals and approach of the current study.  
6.2.2.1 Model specification  
Simply put, model specification means designing a model to explain a 
phenomenon. Prior to analysis, the researcher needs to develop the basis of the 
model, i.e. which items are to be included and how these items relate to each 
other. As this study was based on the previous EFA (see chapter 5) the model 
specification was already determined by the pattern matrix alongside insight from 
the literature to inform the face validity of the framework.  
6.2.2.2 Model estimation 
In the model estimation phase, parameters are estimated and the fit of the model 
is evaluated. In SEM, the sample covariance matrix is compared against a 
covariance matrix derived from the data, and the divergence between the two 
quantities offers an indication of model fit (Schumacker & Lomax, 2010). As all 
indicators were ordinal Likert-type items, the Weighted least squares with means 
and variances adjusted (WLSMV) estimator was used to model the data. When 
analysing ordinal data, WLSMV methods have been found to provide more 
accurate chi-squared values, lower bias in parameter estimates and standard 






(DiStefano & Morgan, 2014). The WLSMV estimation proceeds by first 
estimating thresholds and polychoric correlations using ML. The parameter 
estimates are then obtained from the estimated asymptotic variances of the 
polychoric correlation and threshold estimates used in a diagonal weight matrix 
(Muthén & Muthén, 2007). The WLSMV is a “robust” estimator that adjusts the 
chi-square statistic so that it has its mean and variance equal asymptotically to 
those of the target central chi-square distribution (Xia, 2016). WLSMV has 
become the most common method in the SEM literature for analysing ordered 
categorical variables (Savalei & Rhemtulla, 2013). As WLSMV is not grounded 
in normal theory, no attention to the normality of indicators is required. 
6.2.2.3 Model Testing 
Several fit indices have been developed to evaluate the correspondence between 
the model estimated variances/covariances and the observed 
variances/covariances. These indices assess the degree to which the model 
supports the plausibility of the hypothesised relations (Wang & Wang, 2012). 
Kline (2005) argues that due to the number of indices that exist, researchers can 
often pick better-fitting indices to support their models. Therefore, I followed 
precedent to report several indices to demonstrate the full complexity of the 
model (Schumacker & Lomax, 2010). Indices chosen for this study are described 
below, and reflect the indices most commonly reported in the literature. 
 
The model chi-square statistic 
The model chi-square
 
statistic evaluates the degree of correspondence between 
the observed and model-implied variance-covariance matrices. The model chi-
square
 
statistic is conceptualized as a ‘badness-of-fit’ measure in the sense that a 
large chi-square
 
value indicates a bad fit to the data (Kline, 2015). This means 
that, in contrast to traditional hypothesis testing scenarios, a non-significant (e.g. 
P > .05)  chi-square
 
value is desirable. The model chi-square
 
statistic is highly 
sensitive to sample size, and in large samples, may support rejection of a model 






covariance matrices are trivial (Bollen, 1983; Wang & Wang, 2012). For this 
reason, Kline (2015) recommends examining the correlation residuals (the 
difference between observed and predicted model correlations) when the model -
chi-square
 
statistic is significant. A large number of correlation residuals with 
absolute value > 0.10 may signal a potential source of misspecification. 
 
Root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) 
The root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) is also a badness-of-fit 
statistic that measures the average lack of fit per degree of freedom. Values < 
0.08 are often interpreted as indicating an adequate fit, with values < 0.05 a good 
fit (Browne & Cudeck, 1993). RMSEA is the only fit index to produce a 
confidence interval around the estimate; the estimate along with its 90% 
confidence interval is typically reported (Kline, 2015). 
 
The Bentler comparative fit index (CFI) 
The comparative fit index (CFI) is an incremental fit index that compares the 
relative improvement of the model fit over a model that specifies zero 
covariances among the variables (null model). The CFI ranges from 0 to 1 and 
values ≥ 0.95 are often interpreted as indicating good model fit;  ≥ 0.90 an 
acceptable fit. 
 
Tucker–Lewis index (TLI) 
The Tucker–Lewis index (TLI) is another incremental fit index that compares the 
fit of the model to the null model. The TFI ranges from 0 to 1 and values ≥ 0.95 
are interpreted to indicate good model fit, though TLI values often run lower than 
CFI values. A limitation of the TFI and the CFI is that they depend on the 
average correlation among variables, and will be not be high when the average 








Weighted Root Mean Square Residual (WRMR) 
The Weighted Root Mean Square Residual (WRMR) is “residual-based” fit index 
appropriate for ordinal data (Muthen, 1998). The WRMR estimates a value for fit 
that is based on the weighted average differences between the sample variance or 
covariances and the model estimated values. The WRMR is a badness-of-fit 
index, meaning smaller values indicate better fit. WRMR values <1.0 are often 
considered evidence of a “good fitting” model, though the index is somewhat 
sensitive to sample size and the number of item categories (DiStefano et al., 
2018). 
 
6.2.3 Assessing model fit 
In SEM applications, it is recommended to report several indices to assess the fit 
of the model (Bollen & Long, 1992; Bentler, 2007). Model fit for all path models 
was evaluated using the model chi-square statistic, RMSEA (with its 90% CI), 
CFI, TLI, WRMR, and examination of correlation residuals. Likelihood ratio 
tests (LRT) were used to compare alternative specifications of nested models. 
When models are nested, the difference in deviances between two models follows 
a  χ
2
 distribution with degrees of freedom (df) equal to the difference in df 
between the two models.  
 
To facilitate interpretability of factor loadings across difference factors, and to 
assess the relative magnitude of the effects of each subscale on employee 
resilience, standardized parameter estimates (β) were presented. Standardized 
estimates represent a one standard deviation change in the outcome according to 
a one standard deviation change in the independent variable.  
 
6.2.4 Missing data 
Full information maximum likelihood (FIML) was used to handle missing data. 
FIML uses all the available information in the data by maximising the likelihood 






function (Graham, 2012). The analysis is conducted in a single step and avoids 
reduction or imputation of data. FIML has nearly optimal statistical properties 
and yields similar results as multiple imputations when implemented in 
comparable ways (Allison, 2003). FIML relies on the assumption that the data are 
missing at random (MAR), which means the probability of a value being missing 
does not depend on the value of the missing variable itself (Rubin, 1976). 
Because it is unlikely that respondents avoided certain items in relation to their 
resilience, this assumption was considered tenable.  
 
There was very little missing data on the items. Of the 911 respondents, 79% 
(717) completed all the 31 items.  Fifteen percent (15%) of respondents (140) 
were missing on one item, and 6% (54) were missing on two or more items.  
 
6.2.5 Sample size 
Simulation studies suggest the minimum sample size for CFA should exceed 200, 
and that the ratio of participants to estimated parameters should exceed 5 to 10 
(Bentler & Chou, 1987; Ding, Velicer & Harlow, 1995). Given a sample size of 
N=911 and a participant/parameter ratio of almost 34, the current sample size far 
exceeded the necessary requirements. Although CFA models using categorical 
indicators typically necessitate larger samples than models using continuous 
indicators (Brown, 2006), use of the WLSMV estimator means the sample size 
requirements are far less restrictive than other estimators for categorical data 
(Flora & Curran, 2004).  
 
6.3 Results 
6.3.1 Descriptive statistics  
The descriptive statistics, correlations and reliabilities of the research variables 








Table 12. Summary statistics for the six subscales (N = 911) 
Construct Cronbach a Mean SD Min Max 
Purpose & Meaning  .81 4.448 1.063 1 6 
Work Life Balance  .85 3.199 1.412 1 6 
Team Cohesion/Support  .87 4.609 1.041 1 6 
Management Support  .92 3.997 0.889 2 6 
Organisation Valuing Staff  .91 3.349 0.358 2 5 
Quality of Communication  .89 3.707 0.553 1 6 
All items - 3.759 0.827 1 6 
 
Note. Items were coded such that higher subscales scores indicate greater participant 
support for the construct/dimension. Scores were calculated by taking the mean across 
all items to preserve the original metric of the items. 
 
Table 13. Association of derived factors from the 6-factor measurement model 
 PM WLB TC MS OVS QOC 
Purpose & 
Meaning (PM) 


























































6.3.2 Six-factor measurement model 
A CFA was conducted to examine whether the six factor model could be reliably 
replicated in a larger sample. The goodness of fit indices confirmed that the 6-
factor measurement model (Figure 4) fitted the data adequately. The model chi-
square was statistically significant, χ2(309) = 2142.0, p < .001, though this result 
is not uncommon is large samples (Kline, 2015). Additional fit indices suggest 
the model fitted the data well. The Comparative Fit Index (CFI) and Tucker-
Lewis Index (TLI) were both 0.95, with values >=0.95 indicating good fit; the 
RMSEA was .081 (90% CI: 0.077 to 0.084), with values < 0.08 indicating good 
fit; and the WRMR was 1.89, which was above the threshold for good fit (<1.0). 
Examination of correlation residuals indicated a good fit, as there were relatively 
few residual correlations > 0.10. Of the 120 pairwise residual correlations, only 
19 (16%) were above the .10 threshold.  
 
All items loaded very strongly on the derived factors (standardised loadings > 
0.6; Table 14) and all loadings were highly statistically significant (p<.001).  
Most of the derived factors were positively and moderately strongly correlated 
with one another (Table 13), with the exception of Work Life Balance, which was 
weakly positively correlated with Organisation Valuing Staff, weakly negatively 
associated with Purpose and Meaning and Team Cohesion, and not associated 
with the other two constructs. None of the associations were near or above the 









Table 14. Standardised factor loadings for the 6-factor model 
Item PM TC WLB OVS MS QOC 
I feel the work I do makes a difference (Q7) 0.638***      
I feel a strong attachment to what my team is trying to achieve 
(Q8) 0.769*** 
     
I am proud to tell others that I am a part of this organisation (Q10) 0.896***      
I feel a strong attachment to this organisation (Q12) 0.809***      
There is a high level of trust between the people in my team (Q14)  0.759***     
There is a genuine sense of cooperation between people I work 
with to reach common goals (Q18) 
 
0.816*** 
    




    
I can usually rely on other members of my team for help when I 
need it (Q27) 
 
0.775*** 
    
I often spend time thinking about work when I am at home (Q11)   0.698***    
I often work more hours than I am paid for (Q13)   0.840***    
I feel under pressure to work long hours (Q15)   0.806***    
I regularly stay late, or take work home in order to get everything 
that I need to do done (Q17) 
  
0.918*** 
   
Staff are respected in this organisation (Q30)    0.898***   
This organisation appreciates employees who go the extra mile 
(Q32) 
   
0.782*** 
  
The decisions management make about employees are usually fair 
(Q36) 
   
0.809*** 
  
This organisation is committed to minimizing unnecessary stress at 
work (Q47) 








This organisation supports its staff (Q48)    0.915***   
Senior management are primarily concerned with employee’s 
needs and wants (Q50) 
   
0.799*** 
  
I can always rely on my supervisor to defend me if things go 
wrong (Q31) 
    
0.875*** 
 
People in my team trust our manager (Q33)     0.849***  
My manager is interested in my viewpoint/ opinion on important 
issues relating to work (Q40) 
    
0.890*** 
 
My manager cares about my emotional well-being (Q41)     0.878***  
My supervisor recognises my contributions through supportive 
feedback (Q43) 
    
0.852*** 
 
I am informed about important changes at work in a timely manner 
(Q19) 
     
0.811*** 
People in this organisation always know what is going on (Q22)      0.840*** 
I am informed of important changes that may impact how my work 
is done (Q26) 
     
0.867*** 
This organisation provides me with all the information needed to 
do my job properly (Q28) 





Figure 4: Six-factor confirmatory factor model (CFA) 
 
 
6.3.3 Regression of employee resilience on derived subscales 
To assess the predictive validity of the derived subscales, we regressed employee 
resilience independently on each of the six factors. Independent regressions were 
conducted as it was evident from estimation of the measurement model that the 
subscales were correlated. All subscales were positively and significantly associated 
with employee resilience, with the exception of Work Life Balance, which was 
significantly and negatively associated with employee resilience. There was some 
variation in the size of the associations: Purpose and Meaning was most strongly 
associated with employee resilience (β = 0.384) while Quality of Communication 
was least strongly correlated (β = 0.139). When considered collectively, the six 












Table 15. Regression of employee resilience on each derived subscale 
Subscale Β SE P 95% CI 
PM  0.384 0.031 <.001 [0.323, 0.444] 
WLB -0.182 0.033 <.001 [-0.246, -0.118] 
TC  0.326 0.031 <.001 [0.264, 0.388] 
MS  0.273 0.032 <.001 [0.210, 0.335] 
OVS  0.335 0.335 <.001 [0.068, 0.197] 
QOC  0.139 0.033 <.001 [0.075, 0.204] 
 
6.3.4 Differential effects of subscales on employee resilience 
As discussed previously, since it is reasonable that some of the subscales may have 
differential effects on employee resilience when considered in combination, we 
explored pair-wise interactions among all the derived subscale scores. Results showed 
there were no meaningful interactions between the subscales in their effects on 
employee resilience. After Bonferroni adjustment for the 15 tests, none of the 
interaction terms were statistically significant (p < .003) at alpha = .05 (See Table 16). 
 
Table 16. Regression of employee resilience on all factors and their pair-wise 
interactions 
Parameter Estimate SE P 95% CI 
PM 0.234 0.200 0.241 [-0.158, 0.626] 
WLB -0.100 0.125 0.422 [-0.346, 0.145] 
TC -0.437 0.205 0.033 [-0.838, -0.035] 
MS 0.050 0.256 0.847 [-0.453, 0.552] 
OVS -1.336 0.452 0.003 [-2.223, -0.448] 
QOC -0.561 0.307 0.068 [-1.163, 0.041] 
PM x WLB -0.024 0.013 0.057 [-0.049, 0.001] 
PM x TC -0.016 0.019 0.418 [-0.053, 0.022] 
PM x MS -0.007 0.025 0.766 [-0.057, 0.042] 
PM x OVS 0.051 0.060 0.394 [-0.066, 0.168] 
PM x QOC -0.026 0.036 0.474 [-0.096, 0.045] 
WLB x TC -0.006 0.015 0.678 [-0.037, 0.024] 
WLB x MS 0.022 0.017 0.198 [-0.012, 0.056] 
WLB x OVS 0.009 0.039 0.824 [-0.068, 0.086] 
WLB x QOC 0.021 0.023 0.360 [-0.025, 0.067] 
TC x MS 0.045 0.021 0.034 [0.004, 0.087] 
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TC x OVS 0.089 0.062 0.154 [-0.033, 0.211] 
TC x QOC 0.039 0.036 0.287 [-0.032, 0.110] 
MS x OVS -0.032 0.073 0.658 [-0.176, 0.111] 
MS x QOC -0.034 0.041 0.410 [-0.115, 0.047] 
OVS x QOC 0.185 0.092 0.045 [0.004, 0.366] 
Intercept 7.101 1.259 0.000 [4.629, 9.573] 
 
6.3.5 Derived subscales and participant characteristics 
A further issue of interest related to determining the extent to which participants 
response profiles differed on the six subscales with respect to their personal 
characteristics (age, gender, and job role). Based on the regression of each derived 
subscale on gender, age, and job role (management/supervisors; public-facing front-
line staff; office-based front-line staff, administration, and ‘Other’), some trends were 
evident. In general, in comparison to male workers, female workers felt their work 
conferred more purpose and meaning, and female workers had more positive 
perceptions of the team cohesion, management support and quality of communication 
in the centre. However, females felt less strongly than males that they were able to 
maintain a healthy work-life balance. There were also differences according to age.  
Older participants were less inclined to report that management adequately supported 
staff, and less likely than younger participants to believe they had achieved a satisfying 
work-life balance. 
 
With respect to job grade, administrative staff felt less strongly that their work carried 
purpose and meaning compared to other roles but had more positive perceptions about 
their work-life balance. Front-line staff were less inclined to report that they felt valued 











Table 17. Regression of each derived subscale on participant characteristics 
 PM WLB TC MS OVS QOC 
Gender (female) 0.250** -0.251* 0.276** 0.162* 0.047 0.077~ 
Age 
0.010 -0.1113* -0.027 
-
0.065* -0.006 -0.022 
Job role*       
Front line staff 
















-0.144 0.463** -0.065 -0.024 
-
0.110** -0.002 
* Reference category is management and supervisors/line managers 
 
6.3.6 Alternative model specifications 
Given that a five-factor model of work-related factors was plausible (see study 2 
section 5.4.3), to confirm that there was not a better-fitting model, we also estimated a 
5-factor model that did not include the latent factor for Quality of Communication, as 
this construct accounted for the least amount of variance in the six factor model 
compared to other constructs (See appendix R for variance). The results showed that 
the fit statistics were very similar to those for the six-factor model χ
2 
(220) = 1701.84, 
p < .001, CFI = 0.95, TFI = 0.95, RMSEA = 0.086 (90% CI: 0.082 to 0.090), WRMR 
= 1.95; although the six-factor structure was marginally better (CFI= 0.95, RMSEA= 
0.081, TFI= 0.95, WRMR=1.89) (refer to appendix T for full analysis in Mplus of 5 
factor model).  
 
According to Cheung and Rensvold (2002), differences in CFI ≤ 0.01 are sufficient for 
concluding equivalence of competing models. As there was no difference in CFI 
between the five- and six-factors models, we conclude the models are not significantly 
different.  
 
Since Quality of Communication has been established as an important component of 
change readiness and employee resilience (Hodliffe, 2014; Denning, 2005) we 
conclude that the 6-factor model is most likely the best representation of work-related 




6.4 Summary of findings  
Below we provide a summary of the key findings from the CFA study conducted. A 
detailed discussion of the six factor model that emerged can be found in the main 
discussion section of this thesis in relation to existing literature and potential strengths 
and weakness of this study (see chapter 9). 
The aim of the present study was to validate the measure of work-related factors 
developed in study two and to examine the relationship of these factors to employee 
resilience. The EmpRes scale that measures resilience as a behavioural construct was 
used; resilient work behaviours are operationalised as adaptive, proactive, support-
seeking and learning behaviours (Naswall et al., 2015). It was hypothesised that there 
are six salient domains underpinning employee resilience: supportive management, 
team support, open communication, purpose and meaning of the job, work-life 
balance, and organisation valuing employees. Moreover, it was predicted that these 6 
domains would be positively associated with employee resilience. In addition it was 
hypothesised that the influence of these factors on employee resilience may differ in 
interaction with one another. Finally, it was hypothesised that the six factors would 
vary by age, gender and job grade.   
 
A key contribution of this study was the examination of employee resilience in the 
context of the organisational environment, which, to date, has received little attention 
in the literature. This study acknowledged the dynamic capacity of employee resilience 
and provides a framework for how organisations can potentially create enabling 
conditions to foster employee resilience. This study also highlighted the need for 
research on workplace resilience to go beyond organisational resilience (McManus et 
al., 2008; Seville et al., 2006) and trait-oriented scales of individual resilience 
(Robertson et al., 2015), which lack validity in the workplace context. Findings from 
this study suggest that supportive management, team support, work identity, and 
building an organisation that values its employees are important conditions for the 
development of employee resilience.  
The six-factor structure derived by EFA was confirmed as plausible by the CFA, 
which showed that model fitted the data well, and that each subscale showed good 
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internal reliability. There was also some evidence that the scale demonstrated 
convergent validity, as five of the six work related sub-scales were positively 
associated with employee resilience (excepting work-life balance).  However, the six 
derived domains only explained a small amount (less than 20%) of variation in 
employee resilience. It is possible that there may be other aspects of the work 
environment contributing to employee resilience that were not accounted for by the 
proposed tool. However, workplace factors would not be expected to explain the bulk 
of variance in EmpRes scale, as it is well-established that individual factors 
(dispositional factors) such as self-efficacy also contribute to employees’ ability to 
navigate adversity and change. Thus the current subscales were considered an 
appropriate starting point for the development of a standardised tool of organisation-
focused employee resilience. Future research could take into account trait based 
resilience at the individual level alongside work related factors to determine how much 
variation is accounted for by each level of analysis.  
 
Furthermore, this study found no robust evidence of interaction effects between the six 
subscales and employee resilience, though interactions require substantially more 
statistical power than tests of main effects (Gelman, 2018). Though research 
investigating the interaction between factors in the work environment and resilience is 
very limited, a few studies (e.g. Halbesleben et al., 2014; Hagger, 2015; Kuntz et al., 
2017) have indicated that aspects of support and feedback and management and work 
life balance interact. For example, Halbesleben et al. (2014) found that the joint 
availability of support and positive feedback predicted higher levels of employee 
resilience. Moreover, the positive benefits of flexible work conditions have been found to be 
contingent on support from the organisation and line managers (Gajendran et al., 2015). 
Therefore, further research with larger samples sizes may be required to adequately 
examine the interactions of all factors identified in this study. 
 
Finally, in terms of demographic differences, this study found female employees felt 
their work conferred more purpose and meaning, reported higher levels of team 
cohesion and felt less strongly than their male counterparts that they were able to 
maintain a healthy work-life balance. Furthermore, older employees perceive less 
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management support and believed they had not achieved a satisfying work-life 
balance. Finally, managers reported higher levels of work identity and had more 
positive perceptions about their work-life balance as well as feeling valued and 
recognised by the organisation compared to those in manual and service or 
administrative occupations. Results showed that employee experiences of the 
workplace varied according to their demographic groupings. Not only do individuals 
utilise resources differently, based on their perception of resource availability, but they 
also value resources differently. A work- related resource (e.g. social support) will 
only be perceived as a positive thing to the extent that individuals value it, and view it 
as enabling. Therefore, future research could attempt to better understand the relative 
importance employees ascribe to various work-related factors. This is considered in 


















Study Four  
Determining the relative salience of workplace drivers of employee resilience  
This chapter aims to assess issues of relative salience and consensus over key 
workplace resources /challenges with regards to employee resilience. The chapter 
begins with a detailed account of the method used; paired comparisons method. This is 
followed by a discussion of choice made with regards to the method used. Specifically, 
how the item set of workplace drivers was identified, how many items were included 
and how the word of the items can about. Next important pre analysis checks with 
regards to the paired comparisons method is considered. Results are then reported 
indicating the relative importance of workplace drivers of employee resilience and the 
degree of homogeneity / heterogeneity across different employee demographics is 
acquired. Finally, a summary of prominent findings is discussed.   
7.0 Introduction 
The preceding chapters have explored and quantified employee perspectives on work 
related factors that erode or enhance employee resilience at work. The interviews 
conducted, produced rich and detailed insight into organisational features and practices 
that can support or challenge employees in times of change. Analysis of themes from 
study one revealed both a degree of homogeneity and heterogeneity across different 
job functions in relation to their experience of change. In particular, heterogeneity 
between management and frontline staff could be found. For example, management 
experienced a high degree of involvement in the change process compared to frontline 
staff resulting in a difference of work satisfaction.  Studies two and three aimed to 
determine some degree of consensus among staff with regards to workplace drivers of 
employee resilience. However, study three also allowed the researcher to draw 
tentative conclusions over demographic differences in the profile of employee 
perceptions of workplace drivers/influences.  For example, females had a more 
positive perception of team support and collaboration than their male counterparts.  
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Some scholars argue that the workplace can be described as a collective experience. 
Individuals influence each other through communication, collaboration and knowledge 
sharing which contributes to a shared understanding of the workplace (Karanika-
Murray & Michaelides, 2015; Johns, 2006; Schneider, 1990). This would suggest that 
there should be a high degree of consensus with regards to workplace drivers of 
resilience.  In contrast other studies have posited that experiences of the workplace are 
personal/individual. Research has suggested that resources, in this case a workplace 
resource (e.g. Team support), will only be perceived as such to the extent the employee 
values it (Kuntz et al., 2016; Halbesleben et al., 2014). Individuals will ascribe 
different valence to different resources. Therefore, research needs to assess issues of 
relative salience and consensus over key resources /challenges with regards to 
employee resilience.  
Prior to the current study, there appears to have been no attempt to produce a 
comprehensive picture of the relative salience of workplace drivers of employee 
resilience. From the perspective of intervention aimed at fostering employee resilience 
it is important to determine, not only, the relative importance of workplace drivers of 
employee resilience, but the degree of homogeneity / heterogeneity across different 
employee demographics, e.g. age and job grade, to inform decisions over whether a 
generic or targeted approach to enhancing employee resilience is required.  
7.0.1 Aim 
To explore employee perspectives on the relative salience of work related variables 
identified as contributing to employee resilience. 
7.0.2 Objectives 
1. To identify and define a set of items contributing to employee resilience that 
were largely applicable to the majority of employees 
2. To determine the degree to which individuals exhibit consistency in ranking 
workplace drivers/influences on employee resilience  
3. To determine the degree of homogeneity / heterogeneity across different 




7.1 Method  
7.1.1 Participants  
Mirroring the previous studies, the sample was drawn from the case study LA. 
Participants were an opportunity sample of 228 volunteers, in response to an emailed 
invitation. While a probability or quota sample would have been desirable, the adopted 
sampling approach resulted in a notably diverse sample of respondents (see Table 18). 
Critically, the sample was sufficiently populated to permit formal testing of a range of 
demographic differences and to address the core question surrounding the degree of 
agreement between individuals over the relative salience of components of employee 
resilience.  
Table 18. Sample Demographic Breakdown for study four (N=228) 




Full-time   73% 
Part-time   27% 
Gender 
Male  35% 
Female 65% 
Directorate Business Change 17% 




I do not know 1% 
Level in organisation  Middle management 13% 
Supervisor/line manager 29% 
Front line staff 40% 
Administrative staff 18% 
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7.1.2 Design and method  
A key issue with regards to methodology related to the choice of elicitation technique. 
Perhaps the simplest ranking technique is the direct ranking approach. Direct ranking 
provides an indication of salience through the development of an ordinal scale where 
participants rank items in a sequence (high to low). However, a criticism levelled at 
such approaches is that their output affords no insight beyond a simple ordinal listing 
with no indication of the relative ‘distance’ between the items (Oppenheim, 2000). 
Additionally, when participants have to deal with multiple items (> five) or 
multifaceted items, direct ranking tends to induce cognitive overload making it 
difficult for individuals to maintain all the relevant criteria necessary to make reliable 
rankings (Pidgeon et al., 2003). Finally, direct ranking is prone to weak reproducibility 
reliability, particularly for items that fall within the middle range (Bock & Jones, 
1968).  Alternative techniques that induce a lower cognitive load exist such as sorting 
techniques (e.g. Q Sort or Repertory Grid). However, a principal shortcoming of 
sorting techniques is their potential to induce fatigue from time taken to complete the 
task (Cromer et al., 1984).  
While alternative ranking techniques are available due to their limitations, a method 
that arguably overcomes the above mention shortcomings is that of Thurstone’s Case 
V paired comparisons method (Thurstone, 1927).The main reason for selecting 
Thurstone's Case V method was due to its notable advance over other ranking 
techniques. Paired comparisons not only provides a rank order of items but it is 
designed to “determine the stimulus values themselves” (Thurstone, 1959). It is a 
simple method in terms of completion and imposes low cognitive load on respondents 
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(Bock & Jones, 1968). Finally, the method has the capacity to demonstrate reliability 
of ranking among respondents (within participant consistency) and it can be used to 
test for differences in ranking between groups (extent of a shared perspective) 
(Sjoberg, 1967; Bock & Jones, 1968). 
The method of paired comparisons is a simple way of collecting judgement data 
(Bramely, 2007). Participants are presented with two items or ‘stimuli’ and they 
simply have to choose between pairs of items; for all permutations of pairings within 
the item set. Early studies were based on psychophysical aspects such as sound and 
light intensity (refer to Thurstone, 1927). Based on this research, Thurstone aimed to 
apply his method to psychological or ‘subjective’ measurement of non-physical 
entities such as ‘seriousness of crimes’ (Bramely, 2007).  Recent applications of the 
method include perceptions of risk (Ostberg, 1980); trust in risk management 
stakeholder groups (Pidgeon et al., 2003); rankings of priorities for emergency care 
patient safety (O’Hara et al., 2014) and salience of components of quality of working 
life (Blackford, 2016).  
Thurstone's method is based upon judgement data of the type 'stimulus A' is preferred 
to, or larger than, 'stimulus B'. Each stimulus / item is presented in paired format, for 
all permutations of pairings within a given set.  Respondents are simply required to 
indicate which of two stimuli they prefer according to a defined judgement criterion 
(Bock & Jones,1968). 
Thurstone (1927) termed the procedure of how respondents indicate their preference 
between each pair of items ‘discriminal process’. As mentioned above, the Case V 
method aims to measure subjective stimulus items that are not measurable in any 
objective sense. Essentially, the discriminal process assumes that each comparison 
task, for each permutation of pairings of items, is based on an internal notion 
respondents have with regards to the items within a finite array (Thurstone, 1959). 
Respondents repeat this subjective judgement for all permutations of pairings. This 
results in the production of a numerical scale of values for each item (Thurstone, 
1959). When comparisons of pairings are made the frequency with which each item is 
judged as more important than each other item determines its position on the scale.   
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A principal advantage of presenting respondents with paired judgements over lists of 
items is that it has the potential to remove any bias in respondents subjective opinion 
of each item. A scale is produced that  provides more information than a simple ordinal 
ranking in that it shows the relative salience of an item  indicated by the ‘distance’ 
between each item and the rest of the set; this allows each item to be assigned a scale 
position and value (Bock & Jones, 1968). 
However, a limitation of the method is that it only provides insight into relative 
salience of items when there is a greater than ‘just noticeable difference’ between 
items (Thurstone, 1959). There is a possibility participants may be indifferent to the 
items they are being asked to judge or they simply are unable to discriminate between 
them. If there is not a noticeable difference between items then the scale becomes 
insensitive to detecting preferences.  
It is possible to formally test for evidence of indiscernible difference (Kendall’s 
Coefficient K) by identifying the presence of intransitive triads in response sets. 
Intransitive triadic reposes are of the type A>B>C>A.  Methodologists propose a K 
value greater than 0.7 as the criterion for accepting response sets as being consistently 
judged (Cromer et al., 1984). K values below 0.7 indicate problematic items in the 
response set that should be removed. Moreover, the Case V technique also permits 
testing for concordance (Kendall’s W), to determine the degree of agreement across all 
respondents. The recommended value for acceptance is set at > 0.70 (Ferguson, 1981). 
The resulting scale from the paired comparison task is not a probability scale, but can 
be translated into one through the inclusion of an anchor item against which all other 
items can be referenced to (Sjoberg,1967; Bock and Jones, 1968; Ostberg, 1980 ). 
Selection criteria for the anchor item is that it is related to the core items and the 
phenomenon of interest, in this case employee resilience. However, the anchor item 
also needs to discrete enough from the core item set. The anchor item’s primary 
purpose is to provide “a common and unbiased reference” against which the items can 





7.1.2.1 Defining item set  
The central objective of this task was to generate a relative ranking of employee 
perspectives on workplace drivers of employee resilience. A prerequisite, therefore, 
was the identification of a set of appropriate work related variables conforming to the 
following criteria: (a) they were context specific, to the extent that they reflected key 
components of the LA work environment which could reasonably be assumed to 
capture employee experiences of the workplace (b) they represented a range of 
workplace components that influence employee resilience.   
Insight from studies one, two and three of the research reported here were used to 
identify items that adhered to the above criteria.  Prominent points of discussion 
revealed six main themes for study one: Occupational/Job Structures (Meaning and 
purpose; Work Intensification); Team cohesion; Enabling Leaders (Model Leaders; 
Unsupportive Leaders); Organisational commitment to learning and efficiency 
(Investment in staff/ training and development; Operating procedures and structures); 
Communication (Transparency and Openness; Participative Decision Making); 
Organisational Appreciation and Fairness.  Furthermore, study two and three provided 
some degree of triangulation of findings from study one and resulted in the 
development of the following subscales: Purpose & Meaning, Work Life Balance, 
Team Cohesion/Support, Management Support, Organisation Valuing Staff, and 
Quality of Communication. On the basis of the strength of comments relating to study 
1 and factor structure from study 2 these components were found to meet the criteria 
for their selection and represented a set of empirically derived and widely cite list of 
workplace drivers.   
A combination of themes and factors informed the development of the initial item set 
that would be included in this ranking study (see Table 19). Team support, meaningful 
work, work life balance and management support were workplace characteristics that 
appeared in both the exploration (study 1) and the quantification (Study 2 & 3) of 
workplace variables that have the potential to enhance or erode employee resilience. 
Although Staff training and development was not a part of the factor structure in Study 
2 it was included as participants in study 1 expressed their concern that lack of training 
194 
 
provision could hinder their ability to perform at work. Moreover, Involvement and 
transparency reflected communication issues raised in all previous studies. Issues 
regarding openness, transparency and involvement in times of change were highlighted 
for change readiness and innovative behaviours.  Finally, respect, equity and 
recognition aligned with the theme identified management enabling leaders with 
regards to fair treatment, feedback and appreciation as well as the subscale 
organisation valuing staff which again included item reflecting fair treatment, respect 
and appreciation.  
Table 19. Initial item set  
Item  
1 Work life balance  
2 Meaningful work  
3 Staff training and development 
4 Team support and collaboration 
5 Supervisor support  
6 Involvement and transparency 
7 Respect, equity and recognition 
 
7.1.2.2 Size of Item Set 
Methodologists have suggested that limiting the number of variables to a maximum of 
nine is best practice to avoid fatigue from the time taken for task completion and to 
prevent disengagement with the task (Thurstone, 1959; Wilson & Corlett, 1995).  A 
maximum of nine variables also reflects alignment with previous studies of paired 
comparisons with subjective psychosocial constructs (refer to Pidgeon et al., 2003; O’ 
Hara et al., 2014).   
Paired comparison can be of either a complete design where all pairings are judged or 
an incomplete design, whereby respondents complete a sub-set of all pairings (Pidgeon 
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et al., 2003).  An incomplete design allows for a larger set of items to be used as 
respondents do not need to judge all permutations of pairings. However, incomplete 
designs also require double the number of respondents and a higher degree of between 
respondent concordances.  
Thurstone (1927) aimed to characterise shared judgement over a physical entity 
requiring him to simply alter the stimuli until the difference between them became 
noticeable.  Due to the subjective nature of the variables contributing to employee 
resilience a more complex process is required to identify a shared common 
perspective. Additionally, it was unknown to the researcher if respondents were even 
capable of being consistent in their own judgement. An incomplete design was 
therefore deemed not feasible for this study.  
This study used a complete design with eight items (including anchor item) for 
respondents to judge that reflected precedent but also aligned with themes and factors 
identified in previous chapters.  
7.1.2.3 Wording of items  
Items needed to be simple and clear to enable respondents to make quick judgements 
as to their preference of each pairing presented to them. Similar to other paired 
comparison studies (see Pidgeon et al., 2003, O’Hara et al., 2014) each item was 
characterised as a simple textual representation. The researcher needed to word the 
items to reflect terms that employees in the case study LA would understand. 
Therefore, quotes and themes from study one were revisited, alongside factors and 
items from studies two and three. An initial set of items was developed and worded 
based on three previous studies to minimise the complexity and maximise the 
transparency of the items for respondents (refer to Table 20 for the final item set). 
7.1.3 Cognitive Pilot 
To determine how participants interpreted the items a small sample of respondents 
(N=6) participated in a cognitive pilot.  While a range of demographic groups would 
be have been ideal to ensure that a mixture of different educational, occupational, age 
and genders were represented, the sample was drawn from the resource available to the 
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researcher. The sample comprised of six employees from the Public Health Directorate 
at the case study LA, split into two groups of three. One group was given a paper with 
each of the seven variables and were asked to provide a definition of each item.  The 
second group was presented with seven descriptions of work environments that were 
meant to portray each item (refer to appendix U). Participants were asked to provide a 
title or name for each description.  Both tasks were to ensure that employee in the LA 
and the researcher has a similar understanding of the items. Results from both tasks 
informed amendments to the wording of the items (details of which can be found in 
appendix U) 
7.1.4 Selection of the Anchor Item 
Ostberg (1980) proposed that the criterion for selecting an item to act as the anchor 
was having intuitive link to the subject matter. but unrelated to the work context; but 
relevant to life outside of work. The anchor item ‘Quality of life outside work’ met the 
above criteria as home life and relationships outside of work do have an impact on 
employees, for example spousal relationships can impact work performance, but it is 
beyond the work context.   
7.1.5 Quantitative Pilot 
A quantitative pilot was used for the refined item set to determine the effectiveness of 
instructions to participants and if they could make reliable distinction between the 
paired items. The pilot was tested with a further sample of respondents (N=8). 
Participants were sent a link to the survey where item pairs were presented one at a 
time. Item pairings were presented in random order. Instructions were provided at the 
beginning of the survey; participants were asked to respond quickly and instinctively 
without lengthy deliberation. At the end of the survey participants were provided with 
a feedback box where they were encouraged to write down any ambiguities with the 
regards to the items, their meaning and the instructions for completing the survey. All 
respondents expressed feeling confident in the comprehension/meaning of the items. 
However, some participant stated feeling unsure of what the researcher meant by 
ability to cope at work. Therefore, the instruction content was changed to ‘This 
research aims to find out what factors are important to you in relation to your ‘ability 
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to work effectively’. Finally, the decision criterion question participants were asked 
was also amended to reflect this wording change. 
Which of the two items below do you feel has a greater impact on your ability to work 
effectively at work? To determine whether participants could make reliable 
distinctions between the paired items ‘within respondent’ internal consistency was 
assessed (Kendall’s K) in each case. This assessment provided evidence for 
meaningful and reliable distinctions between items (K >0.70 in each case). The latter 
gave confidence that the entities being compared were meaningful to the Local 
Authority employees, they could reliably discriminate between the items and the item 
set had strong potential to elicit a logically consistent ranking. 
7.1.5.1 The Final Item Set 
The final item set as comprised of seven employee resilience related items with the 
addition of the anchor item (Table 20). The set of eight items was considered to 
adequately capture key work related factors that influence employee resilience as 
identified in studies one, two and three. The final item set is presented in Table 20. 
Table 20. Final Item Set  
Item  
1 Meaningful Work 
2 Work Life Balance  
3 Staff training and development  
4 Team Support  
5 Quality of life outside of work 
(Anchor Item) 
6 Trust, transparency and involvement  
7 Supportive management  







The ranking task was completed using Google Forms Software. A web-based link to 
the task was sent to participants and was active for four weeks from the 1st June 2014.  
Prior to beginning the task participants were given instructions on how to complete it; 
they were asked to select which of the two items per pair they felt was most important 
to them in relation to their ability to work effectively at work.  The necessity of 
repeated pairing was also explained in the instructions to avoid confusion and fatigue/ 
boredom of repetitive task. Finally, participants were assured the task would not take 
longer than ten minutes for completion. Operationally, the software randomised the 
order of pairings to remove the possibility of order effects. Each participant was 
presented with the same order of randomised pairings and asked to judge which of 
each pair constituted the stronger influence on their ability to work effectively, for all 
permutations of pairings.   
7.2 Pre analysis checks  
7.2.1 Calculation of (within respondent) Internal Consistency (K) 
Prior to commencing the analysis tests of within-respondent consistency (Kendall’s K) 
were performed. Reflecting the general method (see Thurstone, 1927; 1959) it was 
essential to establish whether respondents were able to rank the items consistently. A 
low level of within respondent consistency could reflect misunderstanding with 
regards to the nature of the task, or that the items presented to respondents for 
judgement were not useful in the sense that respondents could not make meaningful 
discriminations between them.  
The proportion of response sets that exhibited inconsistency were examined with the 
selection criteria of problematic items reflecting instances where > 10% of response 
sets exhibit poor internal consistency (Bock & Jones, 1968). If the proportion of 
responses sets with a K value less than 0.70 exceeded 10% this would indicate that the 
assigned items were unclear or ill-defined or simply do not represent  a single 
continuum. If the pre check analysis revealed such an outcome further analysis would 
be prohibited.  
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Following precedent, within respondent consistency was calculated by assessing the 
number of intransigent triads present in each response set. K values range from zero to 
one; 0 indicates no consistency and 1 indicates perfect consistency (Kendall, 1970). 
Consequently, desirable K values for the response sets tend to 1as they indicate that 
respondents are able to consistently judge which items are more or less salient in any 
given context.  
A large proportion of response sets produced a K coefficient of > 0.70 and could be 
considered suitable for analysis. Response sets where K <0.70 resulted in 14 (6.1%) of 
individual response sets being excluded from further analysis, this resulted in a sample 
of 214 response sets being considered for analysis.  
7.2.2 Calculation of Between Respondent Concordance (W) 
After removing inconsistent response sets the extent of agreement (concordance) 
between respondents was also calculated, using Kendall’s coefficient of concordance 
(W). Kendall’s coefficient (W) examines the degree to which participants agree over 
the order of salience they assign to the set of items (Ostberg, 1980; Bock & Jones, 
1968). Kendall W coefficient provides a measure of agreement on a zero to one scale; 
values close to 1 indicate a higher level of agreement while a score of 0 indicates no 
agreement.  
To calculate the concordance for each respondent, each item must be assigned a rank 
position of one to eight reflecting the number of times is was selected/preferred in each 
response set. A rank of 1 was assigned to the item that was selected as ‘most 
important’ with each subsequent rank being assigned to the next ‘most important’ 
item. As noted by methodologists some items might be preferred equally and therefore 
would occupy the same rank position (tied ranks) (Ferguson, 1981; Bock & Jones, 
1968). Tied ranks were considered for each respondent before calculating W using a 
tied ranks calculation T (see Appendix V for formulae). Additionally, the sum of 
squares of rank sums S was calculated prior to calculating W. Testing for concordance 
(Kendall’s W), to determine the degree of agreement across all respondents produced a 
modest coefficient of W = 0.10. Kendall’s coefficient of concordance (0.10) indicates 
fairly strong disagreement globally among the respondents (see table 21). Hence, it can 
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be said that the employees have different preference for different organisational 
attributes.  
Table 21. Kendall’s W Test for all response sets  
Number of participants (N) 214 
Kendall W 0.10 




Further exploration examined concordance between a range of demographic sub 
samples (see table 22). Calculation of concordance within job grades, age group and 
gender, revealed coefficients within the ranges of 0.14 – 0.74; 0.10-0.22 and 0.10-0.11, 
respectively. Reflecting established precedent, as the number of items was greater than 
seven, the coefficient can be seen to reflect a Chi² distribution (Pidgeon et al., 2003; 
Cromer et al, 1984; Ferguson, 1981). Using Chi
2 
tables the significance of this value 
can be determined.  When the calculated Chi
2
 value is greater than the tabled/critical 
value, at alpha level of 0.05, it can be concluded that there exists an acceptable level of 
agreement between respondents within the group. Calculation of Kendall's coefficient 
of concordance, for each of the available demographic groupings, revealed mixed 
findings. In most cases, groupings with a large number of respondents resulted in a low 
W value, although the Chi
2
 value was significant.   Management and Frontline staff 









        Table 22.  Concordance and Chi 2 Calculations N (214)  
 
Once within-respondent and between-respondent consistencies had been examined, it 
was possible to proceed with the analysis.  
7.3 Results 
7.3.1 Item scaling 
Following the method outlined by Thurstone (1927) a proportions matrix was 
generated for the item set for the whole sample (N=214). The proportions matrix 
contained the proportion that each work related item was judged to be more important 
than each other item in the set.  
The judgement proportions were then transformed to arcsine deviates (see Ostberg, 
1980; Sjoberg, 1967). These transformed judgement proportions were summed and a 
mean calculated for each item. This analysis produced mean ranking of items 













Gender Male 0.10 53.20 76 
 Female 0.11 106.26 138 
Age 25-34 0.10 26.60 38 
 35-44 0.10 33.60 48 
 45-54 0.10 53.90 77 
 55-64 0.22 78.54 51 
Job  Function Middle 
Management 
0.26 58.24 32 
 Supervisor/Line 
Manager 
0.14 52.92 54 
 Front line staff 0.74 466.20 90 
 Administrative staff 0.14 37.24 38 
202 
 
highest, followed by Meaningful work and Staff training and development was ranked 
the lowest.  
Figure 5. Relative salience of workplace drivers (referenced to anchor item) 
 
Table 23. Key for workplace components  
Key  
A Meaningful Work 
B Work Life Balance  
C Staff training and development  
D Team Support and collaboration 
E* Quality of life outside of work 
(Anchor Item) 
F Trust, transparency and involvement 
G Supportive management  
H Fair treatment and recognition  
 
Using the paired comparisons method allowed for the development of a psychometric 
scale that gave an indication of the metric, or relative distance, between entities. To 
achieve this the anchor item (Item E- Quality of life outside of work) was set to zero 
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and the relative distance of all other items are calculated in relation to the anchor item 
to establish their relative salience. Figure 6 represents the scale.  
Figure 6. Psychometric scale indicating relative salience of workplace drivers of 
employee resilience  
 
7.3.2 Variations by Demographic Breakdown  
The same process conducted on the undifferentiated sample was repeated on a 
differentiated sample (demographic sub samples). This was done in order to gain 
insight into the degree of homogeneity present between a range of sub-samples, 
namely, age, gender and job grade.  
7.3.2.1 Gender 
Demographic exploration by gender revealed females ranked team support and 
collaboration, work life balance, supportive management and fair treatment and 
recognition are being more salient than male respondents. Males on the other hand 
assigned higher salience to meaningful work, trust, transparency and involvement in 
the organisation and staff training and development than their female counterparts 








Figure 7. Relative salience of workplace drivers by gender 
 
7.3.2.2 Age 
In figure 8 the relative salience ascribed to variables by age group is depicted. 
Interestingly, the over 65 cohort ranked team support and collaboration as the most 
salient overall and between age groups. Additionally, the 65+ and 18-24 groups 
ascribed meaningful work, work life balance, staff training and development the 
lowest salience. The 35-44 cohort ranked work life balance as the most salient. Finally, 
amongst all age groups the 55-64 cohort assigned the highest ranking to trust 
transparency and involvement, fair treatment and recognition and supportive 
management.  




7.3.2.3 Job Grade 
Figure 9 depicts the relative salience assigned to items by job grade. Notable 
differences in rankings were revealed between frontline/admin staff and management 
profiles with the exception of rankings of work life balance that was rated equally by 
all job grades.  Front line and administrative staff assigned a similar profile of relative 
salience to all variables except team support and collaboration and fair treatment and 
recognition with front line staff ascribing higher salience to these variables.  Overall 
front line staff ranked fair treatment as the most important across all job grades. Senior 
management and supervisory management again have similar profiles with the 
exception of their ranking of staff training and development. Line managers ranked 
staff training and development the highest out of all job grades.   
Figure 9. Relative salience of workplace drivers by job grade  
 
7.4 Summary of Findings 
Presented below is an overview of key findings from this study. A detailed account of 
each finding in relation to existing literature can be found in chapter 9. The aim of this 
study was to determine salient workplace drivers for employees with regards to their 
ability to work effectively. This offers the promise of informing strategic decision-
making to developing enabling work environments. Prior to this study there does not 
appear to have been any attempt to systematically, and quantitatively, determine the 
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salience of workplace constructs in terms of their relative influence on employee 
resilience. The selection of the method of paired comparisons was purposeful and was 
based upon empirical evidence of its strengths relative to alternatives, in particular its 
capacity to determine the relative distance between workplace drivers of employee 
resilience.  
7.4.1 Global findings 
The study revealed that respondents could make meaningful and consistent judgments 
between the set of workplace drivers. The workplace ranking task performed by 
respondents, using the method of paired comparisons, produced a ranking for a set of 
eight work related drivers of employee resilience. Team support and collaboration was 
the most salient followed by meaningful work, supportive management, fair treatment 
and recognition, work life balance, trust transparency and involvement and quality of 
life outside of work (anchor item). Staff training and development was ranked as the 
least salient of the workplace drivers.  
The highest ranked workplace driver of employee resilience, perhaps unsurprisingly, 
was team support and collaboration. This finding reinforced similar findings from both 
qualitative and quantitative studies in this thesis. The apparent primacy of team 
support and collaboration echoes findings established in the literature of the 
importance of workplace relationships for employee resilience (Bardoel et al., 2014; 
Turner, 2014, Jackson et al., 2004). It seems to be a protective factor that provides 
some degree of counterbalance to the ongoing change.  
Moreover, the low position ascribed to staff training and development would appear to 
corroborate findings from study 2 conducted within the current project, however, it is 
perhaps surprising given its high profile in study 1 and contemporary commentaries on 
the lack of continual development as risk factor for employee resilience (Nilakant et 
al., 2016; Dess & Sauerwald, 2014; Yeatts et al., 2010). This however does not mean it 
is necessarily unimportant, it could simply mean that given the ongoing changes it may 
not be as important as other items within the domain of workplace drivers. 
Overall, findings from this study offer useful insights relevant to targeted interventions 
aimed at fostering employee resilience. There was a universal consensus relating to the 
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primacy of team support and collaboration. This suggests that the focus on team level 
aspects for creating enabling work environments has the potential to be facilitate the 
development of resilience. Moreover, at the global level meaningful work and 
supportive management were also salient drivers indicating the needs for organisations 
to focus on ways of strengthening organisational connections (work 
identify/meaningfulness) and support leadership practices that empower employees.  
7.4.2 Demographic variations  
Findings from this study found some evidence that different groups have a shared 
understanding of the workplace as there was higher concordance within demographic 
groups that at the global level. Although there was a significant level of agreement 
within groups, corresponding W values were still low in some groupings. However, it 
seems possible that this could be due to the sample size. It has been suggested that in 
instances where the number of respondents in a group is high (>10 cases), the W value 
can create noise in the data resulting in a low concordance value where, in actuality, 
concordance might otherwise be considered fairly strong (Cromer et al. 1984). 
Nevertheless, due to the low level of agreement between respondents, an array of 
demographic sub samples were examined to see if relative salience of headline 
workplace variables varied on this basis.  
Low degree of agreement between respondents would suggest that employees do not 
have a shared understanding of the workplaces as some scholars have suggested (see 
Karanika-Murray & Michaelides, 2015). This finding aligns with proponents that 
describe the workplace as personal/individual. Individuals will ascribe different 
valence to different resource to the extent that the resource has value to the individual 
(Kuntz et al., 2016; Halbesleben et al., 2014). Below an overview of demographic 
differences is presented with a detailed consideration of these findings with regards to 
literature discussed in chapter 9.  
7.4.2.1 Gender differences  
Findings indicate that a gender difference exists in relation to the importance ascribed 
to workplace drivers of resilience. Females ranked team support and collaboration and 
work life balance as more salient than males. Interestingly males ascribed higher 
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salience to meaningful work than females. This finding is inconsistent with study 3 of 
this project where female workers were found to confer that their work had more 
purpose and meaning.  
7.4.2.2 Age 
This study in particular identified team support and collaboration as an issue that all 
age cohorts rated as most important. A noteworthy finding was the similarities of 
workplace drivers profiles between the 18-24 yeah cohort and 65+ cohort. Both groups 
rated meaningful work, work life balance, training and development and supportive 
management below the anchor item of quality of life outside work.   
7.4.2.3 Job Grade differences  
The demographic breakdown of job grade in the study suggests that work life balance 
and team support and collaboration were rated as equally important to all job grades. 
Interestingly, management level ranked all meaningful work, trust transparency and 
involvement and supportive management as more salient than front line and admin 
staff. Conversely, front line staff rated fair treatment and recognition as most salient 
between all job grades.  
As seen above, examining demographic differences is necessary for effective 
intervention; interventions that are generic as opposed to targeted have the potential to 
do some good but perhaps not enough good. For example in this study females were 
found to place greater importance on WLB. If a generic intervention to promote 
employee resilience only focused on the top three global drivers, WLB would not be 
included. Addressing the top three drivers in the absence of WLB for female 
employees has the potential to develop employee resilience through enabling work 
environments but there are grounds for concluding that the organisation would be more 
effective enablers of employee resilience by addressing targeted features. However, a 
point worth mentioning is that ideally with a larger sample size multivariate analysis 
could have been utilised to investigate job grade and gender interactions that could 




7.4.3 Strengths and limitations of Paired Comparison study   
Overall, while this study provided an indication of the relative salience of workplace 
drivers of employee resilience it cannot tell us why respondents ascribe salience to the 
given drivers. Therefore the underpinning mechanisms as to why some drivers are 
more important than others cannot be uncovered from this study. Nevertheless, 
knowing the relative salience of these drivers still is insightful for targeted 
interventions in the workplace.   
One strength of this study is that it used the paired comparisons method that provided 
participants with a comparative judgement. Nunnally (1978) argued that people are 
notoriously bad at making judgments about the absolute magnitude of a stimulus. If 
participants were asked how important team support is for their ability to cope with 
challenges at work they would make inaccurate judgements in relation to the amount 
of importance the stimuli has (Titchener, 1901). However, they are more likely to 
make accurate judgement when asked which stimuli, team support or management 
support, is the most important (comparative judgements).   
Following on from the point made above the use of the paired comparison method has 
notable advance over other ranking methods. The paired comparison approach allows 
respondents to rank several stimuli/items with considerable ease. Each participant is 
presented with a binary choice at a time which reduces the cognitive load require to 
complete the task compared to ranking all items simultaneously (Pidgeon et al., 2003). 
This makes the approach a simple and easy method for eliciting judgements.  
Potentially the most powerful strength of the paired comparison method is its ability to 
generate a continuum with relative scale values for a set of items. It allows for the 
quantification of intangible qualitative judgements that are loaded with personal 
biases. Most ranking approached provide an indication of preference producing an 
ordinal scale that only shows the rank order of items and not the relative distance 
between them on a continuum (Oppenheim, 2000). This is important to know, as it 
provides insight into the presence of clusters of items, relative to more distal/less 
salient items. However, a point that needs to be made is that the research cannot infer 
that low ranking items (on the lower end of the continuum) are unimportant. For 
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example in this study, a low ranked item may only be low in relative terms, within the 
domain of important workplace drivers.  
One disadvantage of the paired comparisons method is the exponential increase in 
paired comparison needed when adding one additional item for ranking. In this study 7 
workplace items (8 including anchor item) were deemed appropriate to capture aspects 
of the workplace environment that could facilitate resilience. However, if two 
additional items required ranking, 45 paired comparison (for 10 items) would be 
required compared to 28 (8 items). This would increase the risk of respondents 
becoming fatigued and, as a result, either failing to complete the study or becoming 
demotivated (Wilson & Corlett, 1995). However, Burroughs (1975) argued that the 
need for larger number of comparison if more items are included is not a problem as 'if 
this forces us to explore with the rapier of 5 items rather than the bludgeon of 100, it 
may be no bad thing'. 
Finally, a potential weakness of this study is the sample size of the study (N=214). 
Although the sample surpassed the minimum criterion of 10 cases to conduct the 
analysis (Hunns & Daniels, 1982) confidence in the generalisability of the results 
presented here would be enhanced if corroborated by findings from a larger sample of 
stakeholders. In particular, when within group differences were examined a larger 
sample size would mean that sub sample sizes would diminish too much and 
multivariate analysis may have been possible.  Future research might seek to build on 
these findings by exploring breakdowns with more than one demographic, for 
example, by obtaining a sample size sufficient enough to explore differences by gender 










Study Five  
New ways of working (NWoW); the impact of flexible work on employee 
resilience  
This chapter offers a framework consisting of five themes that have been identified as 
enabling or eroding work related constructs of employee resilience under new ways of 
working. The chapter discusses employee experiences during the role out of 
flexible work conditions across the LA under investigation. Using thematic 
analysis this study identified five major themes that reflect perceived risks and 
benefits of NWoW. These were: Blurred home/work boundaries, Workplace 
health, Professional network, Flexible work conditions as a privilege and Social 
connectivity. Interviewee accounts and quotes are provided as evidence for the five 
themes. Finally, a descriptive summary of key findings from the interviews is reported.   
8.0 Introduction 
As previously discussed throughout this thesis much remains unknown about work 
related factors that impact upon employee resilience in the workplace (see for example 
Britt et al., 2016; Rothstein et al., 2016). The empirical work conducted in support of 
this thesis aimed to provide insight into factors that can build or erode employee 
resilience. Study one was focused on general organisational upheaval as at the start of 
this project there was an unprecedented degree of taking place due to post 2008 central 
Government imposed financial austerity, with the prospect of further impacts in the 
near and medium term. At that point many of the changes to structures and working 
arrangement had not yet come into effect. Specifically, moving toward more flexible 
work practices (flexible timing and place of work) was something that was on the table 
but had not yet put into place. It was not until two years into the research project that 
new ways of working was rolled-out widely across the LA , with a large number of 
employees being expected to work NWoW  (e.g. home working and hot desking). 
Given that at the start of the project specific elements of the impacts and implications 
of changes to structures and working arrangements could not be determined this study 
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presented an opportunity to examine impacts and how they relate to employee 
resilience in real time.   
Traditionally work is governed by rules, regulations norms and practices set-out by the 
organisation that tends to reflect a gradual evolutionary process. Specifically these 
rules are known as constitutive rules (Searle, 1969; Allvin & Aronsson, 2003). They 
are defined by the organisation and it is said that employees typically act in accordance 
to such rules automatically (Allvin & Aronsson, 2003). If rules set out by organisations 
are functional then employees tend to adhere to them with very little awareness. For 
instance, if working hours are set as 9-5 then employees are expected to automatically 
follow such rules.  
Organisational rules and regulations can be broken down into four main dimensions; 
Time, place, performance and relations (Peters et al., 2009; Allvin et al., 2011). Time 
rules and regulations relate to the extent and placement of time, e.g. five day week. 
Place rules specify the location of work. Performance regulation relates to employees 
being equipped to do their job and finally relation rules have to do with structural 
elements of the social network employees have to work with.  
As discussed throughout this thesis, contemporary work has become increasingly 
changeable especially local government organisations in the UK. Work within LA’s 
has become so turbulent that it has been said that the only thing constant at work is 
change itself. The two main drivers of such change are economic pressure arising from 
central Government funding policy and ICT developments. New ways of working have 
emerged where the four dimensions of regulation are no longer heavily specified or 
defined by the organisation; instead it is left up to individual employees to set out their 
rules. For example, with hot desking employees are left to decide what location of the 
city they will work from. This is not to say that organisations do not set boundaries and 
management functions do not decide upon what is desirable and permissible at 
departmental and individual level. It simply suggests that employees are granted a 
great deal of autonomy over the configuration of work on a day to day basis.  
This chapter will consider the implications of the introduction of new ways of working 
within the case study LA for employees and service delivery. The following discussion 
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will consider the empirical findings in relation to published insights. Importantly, 
terms of NWoW, flexible work arrangements/design/practices are all used 
interchangeable but reflect flexibility with regards to when employees work (time 
flexibility) and where they work (location flexibility). 
8.1 Background literature on new ways of working  
 Following the Global Financial Crisis (GFC) profound changes have taken place 
within the workplace.  In the face of increased global competition, economic downturn 
and the need to react quickly to changing markets, work has become more insecure 
and uncertain (Hellgren, 2003; Allvin, 2008; Allvin et al., 2013).  According to the 
principles of flexibility (Piore & Sable, 1984), in order to cope with uncertainty work 
organisations need to increase flexibility. In the current climate organisational 
flexibility is often used as a strategy to attempt to generate organisational resilience 
(Stephenson, 2010). This is done by downsizing, restructuring and outscoring 
(Harrison & Kelley, 1993; Harrison, 1994; Kalimo etal., 2003). Traditional structures 
that regulate and define work, increasingly dismantle the flexibility for when, where 
and how much employees work.  The growth of atypical employment has set the trend 
for a new type of employee with a greater span of autonomy but also increased 
accountability (Allvin et al., 2011; Peters et al., 2009; Peters et al., 2014). Moreover, 
advances in information and communications technologies (ICT) have also contributed 
to the reconfiguration of work, broadening the scope for more flexible working 
conditions. Developments in ICT have enabled growing numbers of employees to 
complete work in any geographical location and at any time (time-spatial flexibility) 
(Towers et al., 2006; Rennecker & Godwin, 2005; Wajcman et al., 2008; Redman, 
Snape, & Ashurst, 2009).  
In large degree, the impetus for the local authority at the centre of this study to adopt a 
range of flexible working arrangements was born of the necessity to reduce costs in 
response to central government budgetary cuts (Farnsworth & Irving, 2018; Gray & 
Braford, 2018).  This likely had the effect of increasing the urgency and speed with 
which flexible working arrangements were introduced, while restricting the scope for 
considering (most pertinently negative) impacts on staff.  However, many 
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organisations including the LA under investigation adopt flexible work conditions 
without considering if flexible working will actually benefit the workforce.  
The majority of organisations rely on the assumption that flexible working will have a 
positive impact on employees leading the introduction of flexible work arrangements 
(e.g. teleworking, flexible workspaces, home working) becoming common practice 
(Joyce et al., 2010). Greater flexibility is widely cast in a positive frame, with 
connotations of enhanced autonomy and choice for employees. However, research is 
rather contradictory when it comes to understanding the positive and/or negative 
impact that flexible work have on employees (Golden & Veiga, 2005). Some studies 
have, indeed, found favourable effects, such as increased autonomy (Gajendran & 
Harrison, 2007), improved work life balance (Ryan & Kossek, 2008) and creating 
opportunities to meet new people within the organisation (Millward, Haslam, & 
Postmes, 2007). Other studies, however, show negative effects, such as rises in stress 
and health complaints (Mann & Holdsworth, 2003), reduced job satisfaction (De 
Croon et al., 2005) and overlap of family and work responsibilities (Bryon, 2005). 
Moreover, flexible work has been found to impact negatively on organisational 
identification (Knight & Haslam, 2010) acting as a barrier to concepts such knowledge 
sharing between employees (Bonsall, 2011).  
Furthermore, it has been argued that employer and employee aspirations with respect 
to flexibility are unlikely to be mirror images of each other (McNair et al., 2007; 
Weyman et al., 2012). Research has highlighted that employers and employees may 
perceive flexible working policies differently (Wainwright et al., 2018). Whilst 
employers may perceive flexible working as providing workers with benefits such as 
increased work-life balance, employees themselves may associate flexible working 
with reduced job security, increased uncertainty, and reduced financial gain 
(Wainwright et al, 2018). Less known is the consequences NWoW might have for 
employee attitudes and well-being (Brummelhuis et al., 2012). 
In conclusion, policymakers are increasingly promoting arrangements that enable 
flexible working conditions. However, research is rather contradictory when it comes 
to the positive and/or negative impact flexible work conditions have on employees. 
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Therefore, this thesis sought to contribute to the evidence regarding the impact of 
introducing NWoW practices, specifically focusing on how NWoW practices impact 
on employee resilience. 
 
8.1.1 Aims and objectives  
This study was designed to explore factors already identified in relation to workplace 
change (see chapter’s 4, 5, 6 and 7) as well as highlighting any new factors that may 
have emerged given that work conditions had completely changed from the start of this 
the project. For instance, thus far factors such as team support have been found to help 
build resilience. This study wanted to examine the impact of NWoW on positive 
influences on employee well-being such as team support. Specifically, this study 
aimed to contribute to the limited and conflicting evidence documenting the risks and 
benefits associated with flexible working.  
8.1.1.1 Aim  
 
To understand the impact of new ways of working on employee resilience.  
 
8.1.1.2 Objectives  
1. Negotiate access to engage with employees within a range of departments in LA.  
2. Explore and characterise employee perspectives on exposure to new ways of 
working  
3. Explore and characterise the contribution of previously identified influences of 
employee resilience in new working conditions.   
 
8.2 Findings  
The findings in the following sections are structured to reflect the themes identified in 
the qualitative exploration of the impact new ways of work have on employees. The 
discussion that follows sets out to articulate employee experiences with NWoW that 
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form the basis for the identified themes. In total five main themes emerged from 
participant accounts (see appendix M for definitions and scope of each theme). 
8.2.1 Blurred home/work boundaries  
 The balance between work and home life was a central feature of employee accounts. 
In line with the research in the field of work life balance (MacEachen, Polzer & 
Clarke, 2008; Joyce et al., 2010), employees reported a number of negative effects 
including longer working hours arising from the erosion of boundaries between work 
and personal life due to flexible working.  Similarly, employees who had been 
relocated to new offices tended to resent impacts on travel to work time. However, 
they tended to value the accommodating nature of flexible work conditions for meeting 
personal needs, and family responsibilities such as caring duties.   
8.2.1.1 Free from home life burdens 
A positive dimension of flexibility regularly voiced by interviewees emphasised the 
accommodating nature of flexibility; it allows employees to adapt their work schedule 
to personal needs, such as childcare. Employees are given the flexibility and freedom 
to change their schedule to decrease interferences either in their work or home life. 
One respondent commented on the difficulty employees often face with balancing 
demands of work, commuting and parenting and explains that flexible work conditions 
help to mitigate the worker’s pressure from home: 
“I would come in every morning and have to deal with traffic to get to the side of town 
my old office was. It would mean I had to leave even earlier and my partner had to 
take the girls to school. Now I can be flexible and work from home on some days or 
use a hot desking site that is closer to my house than my old office used to be so I can 
help out” (Corporate Finance Officer) 
Similarly, employees discussed the increase in flexibility of the location from which 
they can work as making a positive contribution to their personal lifestyle as well as 
their efficiency at work.  
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Pollution Control Officer:“… it gives you more freedom and flexibility and allows you 
to manage your lifestyle and work life balance better so for example if I had a lot of 
visits in the north side of the city and I could go to that side and work over there and it 
would cut down on travel time and it would maximise my efficiency by doing it that 
way so that is quite handy for work purposes. I also I live round the corner from here I 
can come straight here in 2 mins and it saves me money and avoids time stuck in 
traffic so I can get more done.”  
Although interviews revealed that some employees viewed the increased flexibility as 
a positive change that contributed to improved balance between work demands and 
personal demands this sentiment was not shared by all interviewees.  
Some employees expressed a degree of resentment about subsidising their employer 
due to using personal resources (e.g., paying for one’s own desk or extra heating bills) 
because of no longer having a work office. This suggests that conditions and 
circumstance of NWoW can impinge on home life in different ways than traditionally 
discussed, i.e. long hours.  
Litigation officer: “I never used to work from home for logistical reasons my husband 
worked at home and I have two teenagers but now it is imperative I work from home so 
I had to buy a desk and figure out a work area. I just think is this what I signed up for? 
Am I expected to pay for my office and the extra heating in the winter months?” 
Social worker: “I am having to use my personal phone for work calls it is eating into 
my life I am paying for those calls”  
8.2.1.2 Working hours 
Employees now working under flexible work conditions reported the blurring of work 
and home lives with regards to extended working hours and the inability to switch off 
from work 
Public Health Officer: “.…you never escape your work. Working in the evening has 
now become part of my routine. I make the kids dinner and work some more, then put 
them to bed a do a little more and then it creeps up on you that it is midnight”  
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The interviews further revealed that new ways of working often translates into no fixed 
working hours or location leading to the intensification of work and life outside of 
work merging.  
“Before you would see people not taking lunch breaks or staying late but at some point 
they had to go home. Now a lot of people work from their laptops or at home and there 
is no escaping work in the evenings or weekends. I’ve gotten emails from people at you 
know 2 in the morning that kind of thing”( Children’s commissioning manager) 
In addition to rises in rates of longer working hours due to home working, the 
reduction of the number of office-based work sites across the organisation resulted in 
some staff having a longer journey to their normal place of work, combined with hot-
desking arrangements on arrival. Employees that had to come into work expressed the 
longer commutes being unwelcome, due to the additional time to their working day 
and associated interruption to their personal lives outside of work.   
Public health officer: “I am used to hot desking and that is all fine it’s just the distance 
and the fact that everything is logistically so complicated now. Any kind of meeting is a 
nightmare to try [and] find an hour or two where you are not requiring six people to 
travel for an hour and a half each is logistically very difficult and waists time out of 
your working day which you have to catch up with later on”  
8.2.2 Workplace Health  
New trends in health concerns may be evident with regards to flexible working. There 
was a consensus that little consideration was given to new features of workplace health 
that may arise due to NWoW. This section, offers insight into employee and managers’ 
orientation to workplace health concerns in light of new ways of work.  
8.2.2.1 Management of workplace health 
The interviews revealed that after NWoW had been implemented within the LA 
employees felt that they were on their own when it came to how and when to work. 
While this level of autonomy was often welcomed by most employees, some raised 
concern over the lack of guidance on how to work flexibly which can intensify the 
strain employee are feeling.   
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Litigation officer:“We have had no guidance on how to work flexibly from our laptops 
but what I find even more remarkable is that we have been working like this for 6 
months and no one has asked how things are going? My manager will set me deadlines 
for when she want the reports by but she has no idea about the long hours I work to 
get work done or if I am coping” 
This raises issues about who is responsible for health issues such as burnout under 
NWoW.  If there is little guidance from the organisation with regard to what 
constitutes healthy work practices whilst operating in a flexible climate employees 
might struggle setting limits for themselves.   
Furthermore, a number of managers who no longer supervise individuals as a unit or 
face to face mentioned the lack of engagement they now had with their staff due to 
NWoW. Similarly, managers were also concerned over how they would be able to 
monitor the wellbeing of their staff. This is a new feature of work that needs to be 
considered in relation to management and how staff can be support if they are out of 
sight. 
Social work manager: “As a manager it is very difficult I am not seeing people on a 
daily basis so I would not know if someone was not well. I think people have thought 
about how to stay in touch for work purposes but what about keeping an eye on the 
wellbeing of your staff.” 
Environmental Health Manager: “I can tell if they are being productive or doing the 
work by the deadlines I set what I cannot tell is how they are doing since I only get to 
see them about once a month if that for a team meeting” 
8.2.2.2 New workplace health concerns  
The nature of working flexibly may also have contributed to cumbersome ways of 
working; there is a rise in health concerns that are a product of the flexible work 
environment as opposed to individual practice. When asked about worker health, 
employees mentioned problems such as neck and back strain arising from working 
conditions. A Social worker noted that in the context of having to work flexibly and 
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not having a fixed office location the strain of carrying around all work related items 
was becoming too cumbersome.  
“It is killing my shoulders. I have to lug around my papers, laptop, handbag and 
everything else all around the city” 
Additionally the consequence of having to commute around the city was mentioned 
with regards to physical health.  
“We had a big initiative to try promote cycling to work to improve physical health you 
know but now with no fixed office the distances travelled per day has increased and 
there is no locker and shower were employee can leave their gear. I think in the long 
run this will impact employee health or if they are sitting at home all day in front of a 
screen” (Health and wellbeing officer)  
Furthermore, the blurring of office hours as work now revolves around being online 
constantly and on a laptop was discussed in regards to worker health.  New ways of 
working has created a situation where anytime during the day is potential work time; 
“Sunday has become the new Monday” as one respondent put forth. A lack of clear 
boundaries between work and home life and constantly being online can lead to 
burnout and intensified workload which can also impact on employee health: 
“I have a family so at times I am forced to stop and make dinner and things like that 
but I just think if I did not I would never stop working you are constantly getting 
emails at all hours as everyone is working on their own time and you need to reply to 
get the work done. It is very challenging to know when the work day starts and ends” 
8.2.3 Professional Network  
Professional Network relates to informal learning, mentoring and informal networking 
with colleagues that contribute to professional development and better performance at 
work. 
8.2.3.1 Network for collaboration  
With the introduction of flexible working across the LA the importance of the way 
work spaces are set up to enhance and foster collaboration and learning was 
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highlighted among all staff that traditionally worked as team units. What presented as a 
breakdown of team cohesion seemed to have a ripple effect on employee access to 
other staff and functions and their ability to know what other team member were doing 
and consequently making their own job more challenging.  
Social worker: “We are disconnected from the people we need to be connected to and 
that is exacerbated with this free floating around. There is a breakdown in 
communication that results from being flexible. I have seen our service director twice 
in the past 12 months whereas before you would sort of bump into them in the kitchen 
so we not having those informal conversation that are very useful for the work we do.” 
Similarly, the importance creating a professional network to build team identity and 
generating intelligence with regards to the work each team member was doing was 
highlighted. The interviews revealed an erosion of informal conversations and face to 
face communication to create a loss of shared team identity as well as provide a 
foundation for unproductivity at work.  
Housing Advisor: “Frankly our team doesn’t work as a team we are a new team and 
we are trying to create a team identity and some kind of joint purpose but the 
structures within which we are working does not allow for them despite peoples 
efforts. We are trying to pretend we are a team but I actually don’t know what two 
people on my team are working on I don’t know what my manager does so how are we 
supposed to get team projects completed”. 
8.2.3.2 Informal Learning  
The discourse of flexibility, as described by interviewees, emphasised the negative 
impact NWoW had on informal learning. This included workplace flexibility as 
contributing 
to loss of mentoring, informal knowledge acquisition and claims of decreasing 
productivity.  
There was a consensus among front-line staff that the breakdown of professional 
networks due to the increase of workplace flexibility has a detrimental impact on 
informal learning. Furthermore, the increase in red tape of having to send formal 
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emails and organise formal meetings was also pointed out as a setback for knowledge 
sharing and productivity.  
“There are no longer quick conversations in the kitchen when getting a cup of tea and 
those conversations were important in my line of work as you get to ask questions 
other colleagues how they handled similar situations without the need to formally set 
up a meeting or you can catch someone in the kitchen that is very busy and would be 
difficult to arrange a meeting with and ask your quick question” (Children’s 
commissioning manager) 
 “I have been struggling with using this software program we now need to use and 
before I could just pop over and ask someone in my team to show me how to use it but 
now I have delayed my work as I needed to email my manager to ask for advice on the 
program” (Corporate finance officer) 
Informal learning from more knowledgeable or experienced team member’s was also 
discussed in relation to new members of staff. The idea of not being able to “pop 
over” to ask a colleague a query was identified by most respondents but the concept of 
informal learning in the form of mentoring was most prominent to newcomers “It has 
been challenging to have a new person on the team he should be learning from a range 
of people but no one is around and there are times where he has gone off on a tangent 
and done work that then needed to be changed and I think if we had just been sitting 
next to each other I could have picked up on that a lot more quickly and been able to 
guide him better” (Business support manager). 
8.2.4 Flexible conditions as a privilege 
8.2.4.1 Autonomy  
The autonomy associated with the introduction of NWoW was cited as a point of 
contentment among staff at all levels. Most frontline staff discussed greater control and 
autonomy in their work in relation to management practice prior to the introduction of 
flexible work conditions in a positive frame. The dissatisfaction with perceived 
micromanagement practice of the past can be exemplified in the extract below 
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Pollution control officer: “you have more autonomy now they are not over your 
shoulder all the while wanting to know this that and the other. As long as you get your 
job done and you put where you are in the diary it keeps everyone happy.”  
Additionally the benefits of increased autonomy were discussed in relation to higher 
levels of trust from management that staff are doing the work they need to.  
Corporate finance officer: “We need to put in our diaries where we are but other than 
that we are trusted to be working, there is a lot of trust with this remote working which 
feels good I can get along with work without constantly having to ask my manager if it 
is ok” 
Overall respondents described the increase in flexibility as having control over how, 
where and when work was completed.  
8.2.4.2 Preferred versus Forced flexible conditions   
The question of consent to new ways of working was raised. This related to whether it 
was an employee preference to work flexibly or if they were forced to. The LA 
introduced NWoW across the organisation so employees had little or no say in 
working flexibly however, some mentioned that concepts such as hot desking and 
home working appealed to them and they would have taken up working flexible if they 
had been given the opportunity previously. In the case of flexible conditions being 
respondents preferred choice positive sentiments of autonomy and better work life 
balance were expressed.  
When flexible conditions were preferred by employees it was noted that such 
conditions help to “make employees more engaged with work as they are left alone to 
do their job as they see fit and they are left to nurture their creativity and schedule as 
they would like” (Agile implementation officer)    
However, if interviewees felt that they had no alternative but to work flexibly and that 
such conditions were not suitable for their dissatisfaction with NWoW was expressed.  
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In one instance the introduction of technology to enable staff to work flexibly was 
described as making working lives more challenging. The comment made below 
exemplifies the perception of added strain from technological advances. 
Public health officer: “I just haven’t figured out how to keep on top of my work with 
the new technology. I am used to pen and a pad of paper for my diary entries. 
Inevitably now with the introduction of laptops I am wasting time trying to do my 
admin work on it instead of actual work” 
Moreover, a mismatch between the nature of ones’ job and NWoW was a prominent 
point of dissatisfaction   
Social worker: “They have shut down the building my office was based in on this side 
of town so now I cannot pop back into the office after seeing my cases.  It just does not 
make sense for my job I have to make sensitive phone calls and have no office to make 
these from. I am on the bus or in a coffee shop all day to get to my cases around this 
part of town so where am I supposed to make the calls from” 
8.2.5 Social Connectivity  
With increased flexibility comes a decrease of spontaneous interactions among 
employees. Evidence suggests this interferes with social networking by decreasing 
interpersonal networking. When employees work off site they miss out on informal 
interactions that occur in the workplace. This impacts the interpersonal network that 
allows people to establish social relationships and feel a sense of belonging.  
8.2.5.1 Free floaters 
The interviews described flexibility in everyday working practices as a main driver of 
hindering the reinforcement of social bonds within the LA.  Employees explained that 
the nature of NWoW led to feelings of social isolation.  
Public Health manager “This utter flexibility is unsettling I feel like a free floater but 
what I often do is call up with people I have met over the years and see where they are 
going to be so I don’t feel so isolated but I think what if you are new you would be 
completely abandoned with no one around you.” 
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Moreover, social isolation at work was framed as a potential risk factor to employees 
as social commitments at work often play a vital role in providing a sense of support.   
Legal service manager: “I understand I am in a professional role and you have to 
make customers and colleagues happy but I find it strange when people have the 
mentality that you just go to work to work. We are human after all and you need those 
social interactions. You don’t know what one’s home life is like for some the social 
part of work is important.” 
8.2.5.2 Sense of community 
The shift to home working and hot-desking presented as a challenge to team cohesion. 
Employees expressed the degree of isolation they felt in relation to losing their identity 
at work and stressed the importance of the social aspect of work.  
The sense of belonging to a team or as part of a group can be capitalised on to ensure 
that individuals feel that they belong to a network and that they can depend on the 
relatedness of that network. The following extracts are typical examples of the 
sentiments expressed by employees about their concerns over the recent social 
disconnect at work. 
Housing officer: “I am not happy in my work anymore and that is because I don’t have 
that identity or familiarity with my team. It feels like you are living in a virtual world 
and to think that as an organisation people are your biggest resource and people work 
best when they feel interconnected then are you actually getting the best out of the 
workforce?” 
Furthermore the idea that team engagement goes beyond physical proximity was 
voiced. There needs to be an organisational level consideration of how to build 
psychological proximity via email communication to try create engagement among 
staff since online communication is the main form of actively engage with employee 
under NWoW. 
Social care officer“I feel like what is the point anymore I have lost the goal and 
purpose this team is trying to achieve. There is this feeling of losing the bigger picture 
226 
 
of what we are doing here as we are isolated at home or at different work sites with 
email being the only form of contact” 
8.3 Summary of findings 
The central aim of this study was to investigate whether the implementation of NWoW 
creates a positive and stimulating work environment in which employees can thrive or 
if it contributes to a risk propagating environment that is disadvantageous for 
employees.  New Ways of Working are fast becoming a prominent phenomenon in the 
workplace for their pragmatic benefits, such as reduced costs for the employer and 
increased autonomy for the employee (Baarne et al., 2010).  However what is less 
known is the consequences NWoW might have for employee attitudes and well-being 
(Brummelhuis et al., 2012). Therefore, the impact of key characteristics of NWoW 
such as when, how and where work is completed need to be examined.  
This study utilised semi-structured interviews (N=16) that allowed for an in-depth 
exploration of employee experiences of NWoW. Using thematic analysis the 
researcher identified a total of five themes that reflected the benefits or risks associated 
with NWoW. These were: Blurred home/work boundaries, Workplace health, 
Professional network, Flexible work conditions as a privilege and Social 
connectivity. Presented below is a summary of themes that emerged in study five. 
A detailed consideration of these themes with respect to existing literature and the 
implications and limitations raised can be found in chapter 9.  
Social networks (or the lack thereof) in a flexible work environment were deemed a 
vital element for resilience amongst employees. Following the introduction of NWoW 
employees expressed concern over disrupted social connections at work and feeling 
isolated from their teams. Specifically, challenges to team cohesion and identity were 
posited as a risk factor for reducing the sense of purpose and meaning that they 
associated with work as well as diminished social support that could be important for 
wellbeing in and outside work. This is in line with literature that has associated social 
connections at work with meaningful work (Fouché, Rothmann, & Van der Vyver, 
2017), increased wellbeing (Kirkwood et al., 2008), and increased work engagement 
(Muller & Rothmann, 2009). A central question that emerged from this study was how 
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an organisation can sustain a sense of belonging at work when face to face interactions 
have been replaced with online communication and teams no longer reside at the same 
location when at work. This is considered in chapter 9 (section 9.3.3.1) in relation to 
literature and potential solutions are offered.  
Furthermore, flexible work conditions as a privilege emerged as a central component 
of NWoW with both positive and negative connotations. Following the introduction of 
NWoW employees expressed satisfaction with the amount of control managers 
relinquished. Employees were more autonomous and are left to complete their work 
with little input from management. Existing literature suggests that an increase in 
autonomy enhances job satisfaction (Finn, 2001) and organisational commitment (Hill 
et al., 1998). Furthermore, a sense of empowerment pertaining to the levels of trust 
they were given to work independently was articulated. However, not all employees 
reaped the benefits of increased autonomy. Some employees stated they felt forced to 
adopt flexible work practice and that under normal conditions this would not have 
been their preference. To this end, dissatisfaction with NWoW was expressed with 
some employees disclosing their concern for the incompatibility of flexible practices 
and the nature of their work.   
The role of workplace health was also a central feature discussed with regards to 
NWoW. Managers expressed concern as to how they would be able to monitor the 
wellbeing of their staff in a flexible work environment. There is little evidence from 
research that can answer questions relating to the actual practice and management of 
flexible work for occupational health (MacEachen, Polzer & Clarke, 2008). To address 
this issue insight from previous studies conducted in this thesis was considered; a 
detailed discussion can be found in section 9.3.3.3. Moreover, health concerns such as 
working long work hours, blurring of work-home life boundaries and cumbersome 
way of working (eg. bad back from carrying laptop and files around) were portrayed as 
typical health concerns in a flexible work environment. New challenges to health 
emerge in NWoW have the ability to threaten employee wellbeing and their ability to 
thrive in a constantly changing environment. It is vital to continue to address emerging 
health issues during the role out of NWoW. Initial health issue might be easy to 
identify, such as blurring of boundaries, however, unarticulated health concern may 
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emerge later on such as back issues due to carrying many items around (Nilakant et al., 
2014).  
Moreover, from this study it became clear that the concept of flexible working is 
perceived differently by employees with regards to the way it affects their work-life 
balance. For many loosening of boundaries between home and work was cast as a 
positive element of NWoW. This tended to be because it suited the way they worked 
and other personal (e.g., having children, decreasing commute time) (Baruch & 
Nicholson, 1997; Olson-Buchanan & Boswell, 2006). Although flexibility was cast 
above as creating desirable conditions by increasing autonomy over how and when to 
work it also has the potential to create an environment where employees are always at 
work. Employees expressed the difficulty in striking the right balance between home 
and work life; being connected online created a situation whereby employees can 
constantly be connected to work via online mediums and possibly expected to be 
available to work by co-workers. This in turn can negatively impact employee 
wellbeing (Heisz & LaRochelle-Cote, 2006; Mazmanian, Orlikowski, & Yates, 2013). 
Finally, the role informal learning, mentoring and informal networking with colleagues 
plays to promoting professional development and improved performance at work was 
discussed in relation to the dislocation of teams that traditional operated as a unit. 
Proponents of NWoW argue that online communication is more effective than face to 
face interactions as employees can reflect on the quality of response they want to send 
(Warkentin, Sayeed, & Hightower, 1997) and electronic communication is less time 
consuming than in person meetings (Kraut et al., 1998). This study did not support this 
notion as employees expressed dissatisfaction with the loss of informal conversations 
and formality of having to construct an email for queries pertaining to work. 
Employees raised concerns that the physical changes made to the work place and space 
within the LA reduced their opportunities for informal learning (eg. quick 
conversations relating to work) and collaboration (eg. asking co-workers for advice 
based on their experience) as they no longer physically coexisted in the same 
workspace as their team members. This in turn contributed to increased feelings of 
‘free floating’ with no purpose in the organisation and loss of team identity.  
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Chapter 9  
Main Discussion 
9.0 Introduction 
Local Authorities in the UK are facing unprecedented changes following the 2008 
economic collapse and changes in government policy (post 2010). Local authorities are 
experiencing unparalleled funding cuts, structural changes, cuts to services, and loss of 
back office jobs. The idea for this thesis was developed in collaboration with a 
regional LA which, in light of these unprecedented changes, wanted to develop a better 
understanding of how organisations can respond to the needs of their employees who 
are working within this turbulent climate. The development of the concept of resilience 
and finding ways to enhance it was viewed by the LA as a critical solution to support 
employees working in turbulent environments (King et al., 2016). The overall aim of 
this thesis was to explore the concept of employee resilience and to identify work 
related factors which both promote and erode employee resilience, specifically in times 
of organisational change.  
The concept of resilience has recently gained currency within research and practice 
due to organisations’ increasing need to effectively adapt and overcome challenges 
during turbulent times (Shin et al., 2012; Lengnick-Hall et al., 2011). Researchers have 
emphasised the importance of fostering resilient employees in unpredictable and ever-
changing work environments (Tonkin et al., 2018; Kuntz et al., 2016; Bardoel et al., 
2014). Despite evidence that employees play a key role in determining organisational 
vitality during times of change, research is limited with respect to how the organisation 
context contributes to resilience at the individual level. 
Research that has examined resilience in the workplace context has focused on 
individual characteristics such as self-efficacy and optimism (Connor & Davidson, 
2003; Tugade & Fredrickson, 2004; Bonanno, 2004, Patton, 2011). However these are 
internal indicators of adaptation to adversity, moreover interventions targeting 
resilience at work have focused on individual solutions such as “hardiness training” 
(Mackay et al., 2004; Cousins et al., 2004).  This can be seen as an extension of the 
traditional biomedical treatment perspective.  By contrast, there has been modest focus 
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on the scope for mitigation and prevention from a systems perspective (Lunt et al., 
2007). Furthermore, restricting the scope for intervention to attempting to change 
employees, rather than systems of work, is not only partial but is said to risk 
propagating a climate of blame orientated around workers' inability to ‘cope’ with 
what may be a challenging work environment (Lunt et al., 2007; Britt et al., 2016). 
Operating under a systems perspective we would contend that more fundamental 
influences of employee resilience also need to be addressed, such as factors 
underpinning management structures; the design and configuration of work and the 
work place and arising social/relational arrangements.  
In light of the points made above, resilient behaviours at work can be developed and 
enhanced to the extent that the work environment supports and enables their 
enactment, i.e. work-related factors influence employee resilient behaviours. This 
thesis conceptualised employee resilience as “employee capability, facilitated and 
supported by the organisation, to utilize resources to continually adapt and flourish at 
work, even if/when faced with challenging circumstances” (Naswall et al., 2015 p.6). 
To date, research that has operationalised employee resilience as a behavioural 
characteristic as opposed to an individual characteristic, and has subsequently 
investigated the influence of work related factors on employee resilience, is scarce. 
Thus far, supportive leadership, supportive team, and learning culture are three 
workplace factors that have been identified as influencing employee resilience (Kuntz 
et al., 2016; Nilakant et al., 2016). This thesis therefore aimed to contribute to the 
limited research on workplace factors that have the potential to enable or erode 
employee resilience and broaden the perspective on situational determinants as 
moderators and mediators. 
9.0.1 Overall aim 
This thesis aimed to contribute to the limited evidence on how organisations can 
support and facilitate employee resilience. Essentially this thesis aimed to answer the 
question: What are the headline variables that challenge or support employee resilience 
at times of profound organisational change, how do they manifest and what is the 




1. To explore and characterise employee perspectives on resilience and 
implications for their well-being at times of significant organisational 
change.  
2. To explore the scope for developing a model of headline barriers and 
enablers of employee resilience. 
3. To explore the scope for developing a workplace climate measure of 
headline work-organisation elements that impact on employee resilience.    
4. To determine employee perspectives on the relative salience of enabling or 
eroding organisational factors to resilience and the degree of consensus 
across different demographics.  
5. To explore if the same enabling or eroding organisational factors to 
resilience operate in new ways of working (e.g. hot-desking, 
homeworking). 
 9.1 Summary of work completed 
This research reviewed published findings, to explore how the concept of employee 
resilience is conceptualised, defined and understood within the academic and grey 
literatures (e.g. human resources and management publications), and to understand 
work related factors which may influence employee resilience. In the initial stage of 
the research a qualitative study was used to explore perceptions of employee resilience 
in a case study public sector organisation undergoing organisational change, gathering 
a cross section of views of front line staff, line managers and senior managers. Arising 
insights from a thematic analysis of these accounts, informed by reference to published 
findings, provided the basis for the survey of employee perspectives on variables 
impacting on resilience (Study 2, Chapter 5).  Refinement of the exploratory factor 
analysis output from the survey allowed the development of a set of six scaleable 
construct indices which were subsequently used to compare the response profiles of 
different employee demographics. The relationship between the six subscales and the 
EmpRes scale was also examined. Furthermore, key workplace drivers of employee 
resilience were ranked for relative salience. Finally, another qualitative study was used 
to explore if they identified variables impacting of resilience still operated in a climate 
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of flexible work arrangements characterised by location (where to work) and time 
(when to work) flexibility.  
This chapter reflects upon the contribution of the empirical work to contemporary 
conceptualisations and understanding of variables impacting on employee resilience, 
most acutely with reference the context of organisational change. Each study is 
discussed with reference to reflections on method, confidence in findings and 
relationship to published findings. It culminates in overall conclusions, 
recommendations for future research and employer human resource practice. 
9.1.1 Theoretical work (Chapter 2) 
A literature review was conducted to critically examine published findings on 
employee resilience at times of organisational change. This is presented in Chapter 2. 
Literature relating to personal resilience, organisational resilience and employee 
resilience was reviewed, with a view to identifying gaps in this research. It was noted 
that studies relating to employee resilience often lack context validity, as they utilise 
measures of resilience that have not been validated in the workplace (Ballard, 2014; 
Hartmann et al., 2019). Moreover, interventions targeting resilience at work are 
heavily focused on the individual as a unit for change, leaving a clear gap in the 
literature for examining organisational resources that facilitate employee resilience and 
elements of the workplace experience that constitute corrosive vectors e.g. blurred 
work life boundaries that leads to burnout. Targeting the work environment aligns with 
a systems perspective. Systems theory focuses on how organisations as a whole 
respond and adapt to change, and identifies systemic factors that influence this, 
including structural, resources and socio-technical elements, as well as background 
environmental elements such as organisational culture and leadership style. The review 
of the literature identified that existing research which examined workplace resilience 
from a systemic framework, primarily focuses on resilience following major incidents. 
There remains a lack of research which explores how systems and organisations can 
facilitate or influence workplace resilience following less acute incidences of 




9.1.2 Exploratory work (Chapters 4, 5 and 8) 
Chapter 4 (study 1) reported on a qualitative investigation that sought to explore, 
through direct engagement, the way employees make sense of their work environment 
during a period of unprecedented organisational change. Due to the limited body of 
evidence examining organisational influences on employee resilience, it was deemed 
necessary to undertake a detailed exploration of what it is like to work in local 
authorities (LA) and how LA employees make sense of their experiences of the change 
process and its consequences. One-to-one interviews were conducted, which were 
designed to tap LA employee perspectives on issues of organisational change, 
management of change, and benefits and/or drawbacks of the change. The interviews 
also explored employee perceptions of what characteristics define a healthy workforce 
within the turbulent climate that currently exists in public services today.   
Inductive thematic analysis was applied to the transcripts. This revealed a range of 
variables that may enhance and improve employee resilience, as well as those that may 
erode employee’s ability to perform efficiently at work. A notable feature of the data 
was the disproportionate discussion of aspects of work that were deemed absent (e.g., 
lack of communication) rather than elements of work that employees thought enhanced 
and promoted resilience. Some might interpret this as reflecting a bias of attribution, 
i.e. the absence of a desired component tends to more salient / cognitively available 
than its presence (Martinko, Harvey, Sikora, & Douglas, 2011). Nevertheless, these 
workplace experiences remain insightful, and allow for the identification of work 
conditions or job characteristics that pose challenges to employee resilience.  
A key finding was that employees were more vocal about how they felt the 
organisation had treated them and how the change process was managed, rather than 
the change itself.  This suggests that, in line with systems theory, overarching 
organisational and cultural factors may be more influential to how employees adapt 
and respond to change rather than the content of the change itself (Korunka, Weiss & 
Karetta, 1993).  This study identified the following themes as being important for 
workplace resilience: meaningful and purposeful work; work intensification; enabling 
234 
 
leaders; participative and open communication; team cohesion; organisational 
commitment to learning and efficiency and organisational appreciation and fairness.  
With a range of topics identified within this qualitative analysis, an exploratory 
quantitative approach was then taken to provide a degree of confirmation and 
triangulation of the constructs identified in study 1.  This is presented in study 2, 
chapter 4. Beyond issues of confirmation, there was scope for Study 2 to identify new 
constructs, component facets and new insights that complement findings from Study 1. 
Study 2 describes a quantitative approach (Exploratory Factor Analysis, EFA) to 
generate survey items, based on quotes and themes from study 1. These items 
comprised a survey which was then used in an online study which was distributed to a 
sample of LA employees (N=146).  A Maximum Likelihood (ML) analysis extracted 
six factors that aligned and complemented a number of themes identified in study 1.  
These six factors were: organisation valuing staff; supportive management; team 
cohesion; work-life balance; purpose and meaning; and quality of communication. All 
six factors other than ‘purpose and meaning’ had previously been cited in published 
findings in relation to employee resilience. On the basis of encouraging results, a 
potential standardised scale was proposed. Chapters 4 and 5 were complementary; 
exploring and triangulating workplace influences of employee resilience.  
Finally, Chapter 8 (study 5) reported on a qualitative investigation that sought to 
explore, through direct engagement with employees, the way employees make sense of 
flexible work practice during the roll out of new ways of work throughout the LA. 
One-to-one interviews were conducted, which were designed to tap LA employee 
perspectives on issues of NWoW management of NWoW, and benefits and/or 
drawbacks of the roll out of NWoW.  
Inductive thematic analysis was used and revealed a range of themes that may threaten 
existing work conditions that have been identified as vital for employee resilience, as 
well as variables that may enhance employee ability to adopt resilient behaviours at 
work. This study identified the following themes as being important for workplace 
resilience: Social connectivity; workplace health; professional network; blurred home 
life boundaries and flexible work conditions as a privilege.  
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9.1.3 Investigative work (chapter 6 and 7) 
The exploratory work conducted in studies 1 and 2 generated insight into relevant 
issues and phenomena within the LA workplace context that was then used to inform 
further investigations. Chapter 6 presents study 3, in which the standardised measure 
that was developed in study 2 was validated within a larger sample.  A primary aim of 
study 3 was to examine how the factor structure identified through the EFA study 
(study 2) functioned within a larger sample.  Study 3 used a confirmatory factor 
analysis to investigate the overall fitness and psychometric properties of the factor 
structure to assess the validity of the potential scale. Results from the CFA confirmed 
the factor structure derived from the EFA; the model fitted the data well, and each 
subscale showed good internal reliability. There was also some evidence that the scale 
demonstrated convergent validity, as five of the six work-related sub-scales were 
positively associated with employee resilience (all factors except for work-life 
balance).  
The literature review conducted at the outset of this project (presented in chapter 2) 
identified that some workplace variables have moderating influences on employee 
resilience. Therefore, study 3 also examined interactions between the six identified 
work-related subscales and employee resilience. There was no evidence of any 
interactions between the subscales and the employee resilience measure.  
Finally, findings from study 1 suggested that demographic differences may influence 
how employees experience the workplace and organisational change. For example, 
front line employees felt more apprehensive about the organisational change, whereas 
managers showed more optimism about the ongoing change. Based on these findings, 
study 3 tested for an array of demographic differences on the six constructed scales. 
This revealed a number of differences in response profiles, with respect to age, gender, 
and job role. 
The studies presented in chapters 5 to 7 further explored and attempted to quantify 
employee perspectives regarding work-related factors that erode or enhance employee 
resilience at work. Analysis of the themes from study 1 revealed both a degree of 
homogeneity and heterogeneity across different job functions in relation to their 
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experience of change. Studies 2 and 3 aimed to determine some degree of consensus 
among staff with regards to workplace drivers of employee resilience. However, study 
3 also allowed the researcher to draw tentative conclusions about demographic 
differences across employee profiles in relation to perceptions of workplace 
drivers/influences for resilience.   
Study 4 (chapter 7) set out to investigate the relative salience of work-related variables 
identified as contributing to employee resilience. It also aimed to investigate the 
degree to which employees shared perspectives in relation to these variables. This 
study recruited a sample of employees from the case study LA. Paired comparisons 
methodology was used to produce an interval scale that indicated the relative distance 
between items in the set. Differences in the relative salience of workplace drivers of 
employee resilience were also examined by gender, age and job grade.  Team support 
and collaboration, meaningful work, and supportive management were identified as the 
top three drivers of employee resilience. Moreover, team support and collaboration 
was consistently ranked as the most salient component of employee resilience, and 
staff training and development as the least salient, across all demographic groupings.  
9.2 Discussion of findings and relevant literature  
9.2.1 Social Network 
Findings from the conducted studies support the argument that a good quality social 
network, characterised by team connectedness/cohesion and collaboration, is a key 
work-related factor that maintains employee resilience. Conversely, the lack of a 
quality social network has the potential to erode resilience. Social support plays an 
important role in helping employees to cope with difficult work situations. In 
particular, team support can help employees to cope with difficult work situations by 
providing moral support which can mediate the challenges experienced at work, and/or 
encouraging knowledge sharing, such that team members can share advice to enable 
each other to complete their work more effectively. Moreover, drawing resources from 
the social network provides a sense of belonging and identify at work. The studies 
within this project determined that the quality and trust that employees have in their 
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team members influences the degree to which employees seek out support and 
feedback from their team members. 
9.2.1.1 Support at Work 
The apparent primacy of team support across all five studies echoes findings 
established in the literature of the importance of workplace relationships for employee 
resilience (Jackson et al., 2004; Bardoel et al., 2014; Turner, 2014). It seems to be a 
protective factor that provides some degree of counterbalance to the ongoing change. 
Social networks act as a resource that employees can draw upon to deal with 
workplace challenges (Treiber & Davis, 2012; Kuntz et al., 2016; Nilakant et al., 
2016). Employees that feel supported by their team members are more likely to exhibit 
resilient behaviours, such as engaging in collaborative work and seeking further 
support (Meneghel et al., 2016; Kuntz et al.,2016; Nilakant et al., 2016). 
Research has also shown that social relationships among co-workers are related to 
wellbeing at work and improved work performance. Specifically, studies have found 
social support has been associated with lower levels of stress at work, lower levels of 
physical symptoms and higher job satisfaction (Johnson & Hall, 1988; Dollard & 
Winefield, 1998; Pisarski et al. 2006). Across all studies conducted it was evident that 
employees used their co-workers as support to any work related problem. Social 
support, in the form of emotional or practical support, acts as a buffer between work 
related stressors and wellbeing (Leka & Houdmont, 2012).   
Moreover, social networks also enable knowledge sharing as positive relationships 
among employee foster an environment of collaborative work. Employees are more 
open to advice, suggestions and can be a source of knowledge for their coworkers 
(Meneghel et al., 2016). Therefore, good quality social networks facilitate 
collaboration (source of knowledge) among co-workers which in turn has been 
associated with increased individual resilience, job satisfaction, and performance 
(Bringsen et al., 2012; Meneghel et al., 2016). Collectively employees are better 
equipped to understand work challenges and come up with solutions for the problem 




9.2.1.2 Sense of belonging at work  
Social networks at work emerged as a source of identify and sense of belonging and 
connectedness for employees in the LA. When teams share a goal and vision, this 
creates a shared sense of purpose which drives and motivates employees to engage 
with their work, has a positive impact on employee wellbeing and adaptation to change 
(Bruque et al., 2016; Pisarki et al., 2008; Kirkwood et al., 2008). Conversely, when 
work environments threaten the cohesiveness of the social network at work, this has 
potential consequences for employees and the organisation as a whole. In study five, 
the introduction of flexible work conditions was identified as a risk-producing 
environment. Employees reported that they felt isolated from their team due to the 
flexibility of where and when to work. Consequently, employees reported a loss of 
sense of belonging and purpose.  
Increase support amongst colleagues has been found to increase team identification, 
which in turn increases perceptions around team cohesiveness, collaboration and 
trustworthiness (Pisarki et al., 2008). Caring relationships among team members 
creates a sense of belonging which acts as a protective mechanism against stressors at 
work (Kirkwood et al., 2008) and has been found to enhance emotional well-being and 
work performance (Bruque et al., 2016). Team cohesion has also been linked to shared 
perspective on envisioned goals for the team which has been found to impact 
employee motivation to invest and engage with work (Gagnon & Vaandrager, 2012). 
Therefore it is likely that team cohesion not only positively influences employee 
resilience but also positively influences organisational resilience in times of change. 
On the other hand, if employees do not feel a sense of team identity they may not deem 
that demands at work are challenges worthy of investment and engagement (Muller & 
Rothmann, 2009; Bauer & Jenny, 2013). In study five employees described the 
experience of NWoW as an isolating experience leaving them without a social network 
to feel a part of. This seemed to lead to a sense of dissatisfaction at work. This is in 
line with previous research which has shown that flexible working can lead to 
individuals feeling socially isolated (Baruch & Nicholson, 1997), which can negatively 
impact well-being. Additionally, working from home has been to impact organisation 
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identify (Knight & Haslam, 2010). In particular, employees spoke about traditional 
ways of working and reflected that they had felt ‘connected to their teams’, had a sense 
of ‘social identity within their teams’ and that they had valued the social aspect of a 
physical, traditional workplace for their overall quality of life. These views are in line 
with recent research which showed that organisational factors including team climate 
and team identity had a positive impact on employee wellbeing (Pisarki, Lawrence, 
Bohle & Brook, 2008). In light of the salience of social network within the workplace 
as a protective factor the implication for the breakdown of traditional workplace social 
networks is considered in section 9.3.3. 
9.2.1.3 Demographic variations 
Both study three and four revealed a gender difference in relation to the importance 
ascribed to workplace drivers of resilience. Females ranked team support and 
collaboration as more salient than males and reported higher levels of team cohesion. 
This is in line with existing research that suggests that teams performed substantially 
better when there are equal or more females than males (Fenwick & Neal, 2001). A 
possible explanation as to why females believed there is higher team cohesion is that 
women have been found to possess higher levels of collective intelligence (Woolley et 
al., 2010). This means that women are more likely to form strong connections in a 
group and focus heavily on collective behaviour to accomplish a goal (Woolley et al., 
2010; Bear & Woolley, 2011). However, it is important to note that over and above 
gender difference claims the interaction of gender with job grade/type might be a more 
fundamental source of contrast. Females tend to concentrated in lower grade jobs and 
in caring professions (Gilbelman, 2003; Kim & Reifel, 2010) where traditionally the 
integration and cooperation between members is central. Therefore, it is possible that 
occupational grades play a mediating role. This was not possible to examine via 
multivariate statistics in this thesis due to the sample sizes involved. 
 
9.2.2 Meaningful work  
A prominent feature across all studies was the importance of meaningful work and the 
role of this in promoting resilient behaviours at work. Despite the ongoing upheaval 
within the LA, employees still resonated with what the LA represented, what ‘wearing 
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the badge’ of the LA meant for them. Employees could still find intrinsic meaning and 
value in providing public services and the social importance of their work, despite the 
challenges associated with their constantly changing work environment.  
A subscale of ‘purpose and meaning’ comprised part of the standardised scale that was 
developed for this project.  The development of this subscale was informed by findings 
from qualitative interviews with LA employees. These interviews identified that 
employees value and feel proud of the work they do, and feel a sense of attachment to 
the organisation and the overarching aims of the organisation. However, given the 
degraded capacity of the LA’s service provision due to budget cuts employees seemed 
to experience a gulf between what they believe the LA should delivery and its actual 
capacity as a source of cognitive dissonance and frustration, possibly extending to 
diminished sense of self-worth. The construct of meaningful work has not been 
acknowledged in previous research in relation to resilient work behaviours; although 
meaningful work has long been identified as a component of job satisfaction 
(Wrzesniewski, et al., 1997; Kuntz et al., 2016). However, findings from this thesis 
highlight the important role that perceiving ones’ work and job role to be meaningful 
plays in developing a resilient workforce. ‘Purpose and meaning’ was found to be 
positively associated with employee resilience, and ranked as the second most salient 
workplace driver that enable employees to work effectively.  
Published findings indicate that when employees identify with work, that is they align 
their work with their personal values, they are more readily accepting of change but 
only if change is seen as for the betterment of their service. If it gets in the way of 
employees doing their job effectively it will be corrosive (Branson, 2008; Van den 
Heuvel et al., 2009). However, even in times where change is perceived as negative, 
meaning at work has been seen to act as a buffer (Weick, 1995; Weber & Manning, 
2001; Van den Heuvel et al., 2009). This idea has been well described in work by Van 
den Heuvel, Demerouti, and Schaufeli (2010) who explain that when individuals make 
a conscious effort to reflect on their work and how this aligns with their values and 
broader life goals this enables them to cope with change. These authors propose that 
this type of ‘meaning-making’ is a ‘cognitive ability’ that can be developed, thus 
becoming a valuable personal resource for individuals and enhancing their resilience. 
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Moreover, meaningful work has been found to be positively associated with individual 
resilience (Fouché, Rothmann, & Van der Vyver, 2017) and positive physical and 
mental health (Taylor et al., 2000). 
Over and above the individual resource meaningful work can provide, ‘meaning-
making’ at work is thought to have a positive impact on organisational outcomes. This 
is understood by drawing on theories of motivation, which propose that individuals 
who perceive their work as meaningful or purposeful will be intrinsically motivated to 
fulfil their professional capacities and will strive to engage in this work fully 
(Chalofsky, 2003). A review on this topic concluded that if organisations prioritise 
performance and outcomes above individual development and job satisfaction then this 
can have a negative impact on individual’s attitudes to work, as well as on their work 
behaviour and overall mental health (Svendsen, 1997; Chalofsky, 2003). 
Meaningful work has been found to be a facet of work that employees value the most 
ahead of income, job security, promotions or working hours (Grant, 2007; Cascio, 
2003). Employees that perceive their work to be of value tend to form a sense of work 
identity leading to higher levels of work engagement. From employee accounts in 
study 1 a clear distinction was made between engagement with work and engagement 
with the employing organisation. Employees seemed to have high identification with 
their vocation which often extended to team loyalty but very little identification with 
their employer/ senior management who they often portrayed as a barrier to realisation 
of engagement with their vocation. Employees expressed their commitment to public 
service and what wearing the LA badge represented in terms of giving back to the 
community as a way of dealing with the challenges at work. The implication of this 
distinction is important to consider in terms of sustaining identity at work in times of 
change; there needs to be a focus on what the job means to employee over what the 
organisation as an employer means to employees. Research also supports this notion 
suggesting that when employees align themselves with the values of their job this 
increases dedication, which is a component of work engagement (Kahn, 1990; Keupp 
2006; Wayne, Randel, & Stevens, 2006). Additionally, research has shown that 
meaning at work predicts high commitment (Kanter, 1983), personal growth and work 
motivation (Spreitzer et al., 1997) and job satisfaction (Wrzesniewski et al., 1997). 
242 
 
The review discussed above implies that focusing on job performance and outcomes 
rather than individual satisfaction with the content and meaning of the work, can 
negatively impact upon both individual and, potentially, organisational outcomes. It is 
therefore possible that if organisations and systems prioritise and focus on developing 
meaning-making within systems and within individuals, this could have a positive 
impact on both employees and organisations as a whole, enhancing both employee and 
organisational resilience. Identifying with the concept of the LA’s service provision 
and with the value of the work, can create a sense of work identity that can act as a 
buffer for the changing nature of work and the associated challenges. This offers 
insight for the LA to draw upon this resource as a means of sustaining employee 
resilience in times of adversity; i.e. recognise the value in prioritising the overall sense 
of purpose employees get from public service as opposed to the day to day elements of 
work. 
9.2.2.1 Demographic variations 
Gender 
In study three, female workers felt their work conferred more purpose and meaning 
than their male counterparts, which is consistent with past research on gender 
differences in meaningful work. Previous studies than found that women tend to have 
higher levels of intrinsic job satisfaction in relation to the rewards they receive from 
the job they do (i.e. the value of the work itself) compared to men, who place value on 
extrinsic rewards such as financial compensation and promotions (Kessler & McRae, 
1982; Wiley, 1991). 
Interestingly, in study four, males ascribed higher salience to meaningful work than 
females. This finding is inconsistent with study 3 and literature on gender difference in 
meaningful work. On a global level meaningful work was ranked as the second most 
salient driver of employee resilience. Public sector employees have been found to 
found to assign more meaning to their work than private sector workers (Macklin, 
Smith, & Dollard, 2006; Bano & Kumar, 2012). Therefore, it is possible the 
occupations of male employees within the LA lend themselves to higher work 
meaningfulness than other employment sectors. Ideally with a larger sample size 
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multivariate analysis could have been utilised to investigate job grade and gender 
interactions that could have possibly offered more insightful explanations of the 
current findings. However, systematic bias e.g. disproportionally more males at a 
certain job grade were tested prior to conducting the analysis and there were no 
apparent differences found. 
Age 
Across all age groups except 65+ and 18-24 meaningful work was rated as an 
important workplace driver. Research on generational difference of meaningful work 
are mixed. Lopez and Ramos (2016) found no generational differences on meaningful 
work. However, generational theorists propose that traditionalist assign meaning to 
their work (Strauss & Howe, 1991). In particular, Baby Boomers (56-74 year olds) 
have been found to experience higher levels of work meaningfulness than Millennials 
(24-39 year olds) (Hoole & Bonnema, 2015). Therefore, the low rank ascribe to 
meaningful work by the 18-24 cohort is in line with current research on age-related 
difference. However, low salience ascribe by the older employees (65+) conflict with 
research findings. Younger generations have been found to not ascribe value to finding 
a job that has an impact on others (Twenge et al., 2010).  
9.2.3 Work life boundaries 
Work-Life Balance (WLB) relates to whether the boundary between work and non-
work life remain separate as well as the ratio of time commitment. Specifically, in this 
thesis employees discussed features of work-life boundaries relating to long working 
hours and lack of boundaries between work and personal life due to flexible working. 
The benefits of WLB were also discussed in terms of the level of autonomy employees 
had to arrange their work and personal life obligations. Finally, WLB also extended to 
the culture at work and expectations placed on employees to work long hours. 
Due to the budget cuts the LA had to reconfigure work to minimise costs. This 
involved downsizing the workforce leaving less people to do the same amount of work 
and reducing the number of office sites, leading to most employees working remotely 
and flexibly (lack of permanence of workspace and working hours). As a result of this, 
employees expressed an increase in their workloads, working more unsociable hours 
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and working with less predictable schedules. The literature on work life boundaries is 
conflicting; some studies cite flexibility as being a leading factor in improving work 
life balance, whilst others suggest that it can complicate work life harmony (Baruch, 
2000; Mann & Holdsworth, 2003; Golden & Veiga, 2005; De Croon et al., 2005; 
Gajendran and Harrison, 2007). This thesis reflects the literature with regards to 
inconsistent findings.  
In study five some employees reported finding the transition to more flexible work 
arrangements as empowering as they have the freedom to work when and how they 
want. In general employees suggested that NWoW provided them with increased 
autonomy around decision making and they felt less ‘micro-managed’ in how to do 
their job. This enabled employees to be in control of decision regarding balancing their 
personal life and work. Greater control over work life balance has been found to 
promote healthier family and social relationships (Bardoel et al., 2014). In turn this can 
help to develop or enhance social and psychological resources that employees can 
draw upon when faced with challenges at work (Bardoel et al., 2014). Furthermore, 
higher levels of autonomy and WLB has been found to impact employee commitment 
and performance which in turn promotes resilient behaviours at work and higher job 
satisfaction (Karasek & Theorell, 1990; Parker et al., 1997; Baltes et al. 1999; 
Hornung & Rousseu, 2007; Wood & de Menezes, 2010; Allvin et al., 2011) and 
increases employee wellbeing (Boxall & Macky, 2014). 
Conversely, in both study’s one and five, employees expressed working long hours and 
findings it challenging to switch off from work. Working long hours and finding it 
difficult to switch off from work has been associated with negative spill over of work 
into home life which can in turn have a negative impact on employee wellbeing 
(Baruch & Nicholson, 1997; Mann & Holdsworth, 2003; De Croon et al., 2005; 
Golden & Veiga, 2005; Olson-Buchanan & Boswell, 2006). Specific to study five, 
research has shown that working from home is actually associated with an increase in 
working hours, which in and of itself can have a negative impact on employee well-
being (Baruch & Nicholson, 1997). Research has also suggested that remote working 
can lead to family conflict (Baruch & Nicholson, 1997), and may be particularly 
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difficult for individuals who find it difficult to manage boundaries and to separate 
home and work activities (Olson-Buchanan & Boswell, 2006).  
In addition to the blurring of boundaries of work- home life in relation to the amount 
of hours worked, participants also raised concerns about the blurring of boundaries due 
to having to use personal resources for work. For example, employees reported that 
they had to incur the costs of setting up a work space at home, and additional costs for 
work phone calls.  There appears to be limited research which discusses the financial 
implications of flexible working for individual employees. To date, the majority of 
research in this area has focused on the positive financial implications of NWoW on 
the organisation itself which has been clearly recognised (Kaczmarczyk, 2005).  
Evidence from the both qualitative studies in this thesis gave rise to the discrepancy 
between time flexibility (complete work at any time) and location flexibility (where to 
complete the work). In line with existing research work practices that allow for time 
flexibility was discussed in a positive light in relation to increased autonomy at work 
which in turn has is positively associated with increased work performance (Gajendran 
& Harrison, 2007). However, location flexibility was described as creating blurring of 
boundaries with work spilling over into home life. Literature on location flexibility has 
proposed it to be damaging to employee wellbeing and reduced job satisfaction 
(Timms et al., 2015; DeCroon et al., 2005). 
Finally, a noteworthy finding that emerged from study four, that was not in keeping 
with the other studies conducted and reviewed literature, was that positive ratings of 
WLB were negatively associated with employee resilience (EmpRes Scale). One 
plausible explanation for the negative association with employee resilience is that 
work-life balance may reflect employees’ subjective perceptions of work/non-work 
boundaries and not the actual hours they work (Weyman et al. 2013; Lahelma et al. 
2002; Lyon & Woodward, 2004). Thus, employees might report a satisfying work-life 






9.2.3.1 WLB and management  
This thesis revealed a possible interaction, between work life balance and supportive 
management. One component of this overlap related to managerial expectations; the 
extent to whether or not employees feel pressured to work long hours.  In study 1, a 
common perception among employees was that their managers work unpaid over-time 
and were routinely present at when they are unwell, therefore they reported implicit 
message that they expected to do the same. This highlights the normative influence of 
leader behaviour on workplace culture; if working long hours is engrained in an 
organisations culture, management will expect employees work longer hours (Ramsey, 
2006; Barron & Gjerde, 1997). Long hour culture has been associated with detrimental 
impact on employee wellbeing as well being identified as a correlate of presenteeism 
(Baker-McClearn, Greasley, Dale & Griffith, 2010). 
A second facet of the interplay between WLB and management related to the extent 
that managers support flexible work practices. If managers demonstrated that they 
trusted their employees to work autonomously and were supportive of employees 
utilising positive WLB practices, this communicated the implicit message to 
employees that they were trusted respected and valued by their managers and in turn 
by the organisation. This trust had a reciprocal effect of contributing to employee 
intuitions that their contribution and their well-being was valued by the organisation 
and their manager (Halbesleben et al., 2014; Gajendran et al., 2015). Research has also 
suggested that the positive benefits of flexible work conditions have been found to be 
contingent on support from the organisation and line managers (Swanberg at al., 2011; 
Halbesleben et al., 2014; Gajendran et al., 2015). With the role-out of flexible work 
practices (study 5) employees discussed the benefit of remote working in relation to no 
direct physical scrutiny of managers’ micro managing every aspect of work and that 
managers were forced to trust employees to complete work from different locations. In 
particular, after the introduction of new ways of working which essentially provided 
all employees with options of WLB practices the need for management to be 
supportive of the adopted flexible work conditions was highlighted by the LA 
employees. Providing employees with the autonomy and support to complete their 
work wherever and however they deem fit, i.e. an increase in autonomy and control 
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was valued by employees. Organisations and managers that support WLB practices 
employees have been seen to benefit from higher work performance as employees feel 
valued and it contributes to extrinsic job satisfaction (Warr, 1996; Halbesleben et al., 
2014; Gajendran et al., 2015). Therefore, these findings highlight the interaction 
between management and flexibility. Flexible work is dependent on good supportive 
relationship between employees and managers; supervisor support of flexible practices 
has been linked to reduced work-family conflict, improved wellbeing and higher work 
performance (Gajendran, Harrison & Delaney-Klinger, 2015; Lapierre & Allen, 2006). 
9.2.3.2 Demographic variations 
Gender  
Females reported feeling less strongly than males that they were able to maintain a 
healthy work-life balance (study 3) and work-life balance was ranked as the second 
most salient driver for working effectively among female employees in the resilience 
ranking exercise (study 4). These findings are consistent with a wealth of research 
showing that females balance dual responsibilities; work and domestic life. 
Increasingly, women are entering the workplace and this creates conflict in relation to 
work-life balance and negative spillover in the home as they try to balance both 
(Duxbury & Higgins, 1992; Crouter, 1984). Therefore, women can be exposed to more 
strain in relation to meeting both work and home life expectations (Barnett & Baruch, 
1987; Repetti, 1987). 
 
Furthermore, previous studies have shown that females are more vulnerable to work–
family conflict than men because women have more domestic responsibilities 
(housework and taking care of children) than men (Craig, 2006; Perry-Jenkins & 
MacDermid, 2012). Female employees may experience more role overload between 
work and family domains than male employees (Higgins, Duxbury, & Lyons, 2010). 
As females can be exposed to more strain in relation to meeting both work and home 
life expectations it is unsurprising that they ranked work life balance as more 






Study three found older participants to be dissatisfied with their work-life balance. 
This finding was consistent with predictions that older workers may not be satisfied 
with their WLB as they may care for elderly relatives and attend to their own health 
conditions (Weyman et al., 2013) Furthermore, it is also possible that older worker feel 
dissatisfied with WLB as is has been shown that they tend to be inhibited in asking for 
flexible working arrangements in fear that these requests will be understood as a lack 
of commitment by their employer (Weyman et al. 2013). However, evidence from 
study four shows the lack of salience ascribed to work life balance by older 
generations. In light of the ongoing changes it would seem that older employees 
deemed other factors as more salient for their ability to work effectively. 
In study 4, employees that fell within the 18-24 age cohort ranked work life balance as 
a less salient driver to being able to work efficiently at work than the other age groups. 
One possible explanation for this is that research indicates that younger generations 
have fewer carer responsibilities outside of work and therefore do not ascribe value to 
engaging with WLB practise (Sherman, 2006; Kuppershhmidt, 2006; Weyman et al., 
2013) therefore do not value or require WLB arrangements at this time. However, 
these findings are inconsistent with studies that have found Millennials seek freedom 
and balance at work (Twenge et al., 2010) and that WLB is in fact more valuable to 
younger workers, who grew up watching their parents work hard and believe they were 
not justly rewarded for their efforts (Lyon & Woodward, 2004). 
9.2.4 Quality of communication  
In this thesis communication was highlighted as a key component for employees to 
support the change process and to feel supported and prepared in a constantly changing 
environment. As such, quality of communication can be extended in the following four 
ways. 
9.2.4.1 Participative decision making  
Two way communication characterised as high level of involvement from all staff in 
the change process is more likely to encourage commitment to change (Smith, 2005; 
Aldana et al., 2012; Meneghel et al., 2016). Employees in the LA described not feeling 
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appreciated or valued as they were not consulted about changes to the services they 
provided. The qualitative studies highlighted that two-way participative 
communication minimises feelings of uncertainty amongst employees, and allows 
them to feel more empowered in the face of change, enabling them to be increasingly 
adaptive and open to changes at work. The importance of communication was 
validated through the emerging factor of Quality of communication in subsequent 
quantitative studies as well as higher levels of quality of communication were found to 
be positively associated with employee resilience. 
Research has proposed that when managers adopt a participative communication 
strategy described by high-involvement practice in which employees are invited to 
provide input (Bordia et al., 2004) they are more likely to motivate employees to be 
proactive at work (Kuntz et al., 2016; Peterson & Hicks, 1996) and accepting of 
change (Smith, 2005). Specifically, research suggests that participative communication 
encourages two-way communication where employees feel comfortable in raising 
concerns and opposing views about the change (Ford & Ford, 2010; Gilley et al., 2008; 
Schultz & John, 2007). When employees are involved in decision making work 
engagement is enhanced (Siegel & Ruh, 1973; Helpap, 2016), and their motivation to 
implement the change increases (Peterson & Hicks, 1996). While lack of engagement 
may result in higher turnover rates, sickness absence and employee stress (Lunt et al., 
2007). Moreover, when managers show confidence in their employee’s ability to be 
successful on the job, and value their employees contributions, employees are more 
like to adapt to organisational changes and be increasingly resilient (Bakker et al, 
2007; Rafferty & Griffin, 2004). Managerial engagement with employee perspectives 
of change result in employees more understanding the change and this encourages 
them to get behind and champion change related work activities (Gagnon & 
Vaandrager, 2012). Communication between managers and front line staff is a key 
factor necessary for adaptive organisational change. Finally, face-to-face 
communication is essential to allow employees to disclose and discuss the emotional 
aspects of any change process, promoting trust and also allowing for a mutual 




9.2.4.2 Vision for change  
In order for an organisation to support employee resilience it needs to provide clear 
information about change (Elving, 2005; Denning, 2005; Tanner & Otto, 2016). 
Specifically, organisations are advised to communicate the need of the proposed 
change and to communicate the vision for the change process to enable employees to 
understand the importance for change (Gill, 2002; Kotter, 1995). Employees need to 
be communicated the urgency for change. When an organisation shares their visions 
for the service with staff this can create a sense of ‘mission’ amongst staff, which can, 
if it is shared, have a positive impact on reducing staff uncertainty and subsequently 
improving change readiness and adaptation (Kotter, 1995; Gill, 2002; Lewis et al., 
2006). For this to occur, employees need to recognise the need for change, and 
understand and accept the logic of managerial priorities and actions. Where the latter is 
not realised, which seemed to be the case for a significant proportion of the case study 
LA employees, with widespread reporting that ‘the change did not make sense’ 
unsurprisingly, this tended to blunt their motivation to ‘get on-board’ as there was not 
a clear or shared vision as to what the LA wanted to accomplish. This has been 
articulated in the literature whereby communicating the need for change provides a 
sense of purpose facilitates employee commitment to change (Lewis et al., 2006). 
Moreover, transparent communication will reduced levels of uncertainty and create a 
sense of trust in the organisation which in turn will increase the likelihood that 
employees will adapt successfully to change (Kelloway et al., 2012;  Bordia et al., 
2004). When leaders share their visions for the service with staff and create a sense of 
‘mission’ amongst the staff this has a positive impact on reducing staff uncertainty and 
subsequently improving their well-being (Waldman, Ramirez, House & Puranam, 
2001). 
9.2.4.3 Open and transparent communication about the ongoing change 
In this thesis, employees reported feeling more secure when effective communication 
and dissemination of accurate information throughout change processes had occurred. 
When there was a lack of communication rumours spread through the grapevine, 
leading to uninformed speculation which in turn demotivated employees. Managers 
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play a key role in supporting effective communication, as they are normally the first 
point of contact for employees regarding upcoming changes. Some managers 
communicate openly with staff with regard to the changes at work and others choose to 
isolate their staff and not take them ‘along the journey’. This implicates supportive 
management in determining the quality of communication.   
Research suggests that during times of change or crisis leaders need to empower 
employees (Chrichton et al., 2009; Denhardt & Denhardt, 2010).  Managers are in the 
position to provide knowledge and information with regards to change. Therefore they 
need to create a transparent work environment (Gill, 2002).  Moreover, studies have 
shown that when organisations use clear and transparent communication they 
experience significantly more commitment to change from their employees and overall 
the wellbeing (McManus, 2007; Power, 2004; Stone, 2004). Informing employees 
about the upcoming change helps alleviate uncertainty which in turn decreases stress 
and anxiety amongst employees (Waldman, Ramirez, House & Puranam, 2001). 
Bordia et al. (2004) suggests that the mechanism of this process is that communication 
can enhance perceptions of control due to feeling prepared and equipped with 
knowledge of the relevant changes happening in an organisation. Finally, a transparent 
organisations increase levels of perceived trust in the organisation (Williamson & 
Weyman, 2005; Huy, 2002). If employees feel they are informed about changes they 
will be more inclined to play a facilitating role in the change process (Smith, 2005; 
Kelloway et al., 2012).  
9.2.4.4 Implicit Communication 
Implicit communication relates to phenomena of the type termed ‘corporate body 
language’ (Pidgeon et al., 2003). This refers to all nonverbal elements and 
unintentional messages of communication such as if the management style is one of 
trust and autonomy vested in staff or performance management and audit obsessed 
(Hoogervorst et al., 2004).  Often implicit communication conflicts with explicit 
communication jeopardising employee trust in the organisation as it is seen as 
delivering inconsistent messages (Hoogervorst et al., 2004; Starbuck, 2016; Rodriguez 
et al., 2017). Therefore implicit messages are arguably more impactful than formal 
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communication. Furthermore, through implicit communication the organisation signals 
to employees their relative importance in the organisation, i.e. if they value the 
workforce. Such implicit messages are manifested in the organisational culture and 
management practices (Hoogervorst et al., 2004; Rodriguez et al., 2017). 
In study 1 front line staff perceived the LA and management as not committed to their 
learning and development needs. Employees tended to interpret staff development as a 
tick box exercise with little commitment from managers in getting them onto a training 
course.  This can be seen as transmitting an implicit message regarding the 
organisations/management commitment (or lack of) to investment in human capital. In 
this case the effect of explicit communication about quality improvements to services 
in the changes process will be limited if employee feel like their training needs are not 
met to improve the service. This can increase staff suspicion of management and create 
a culture where employees are cynical and not trusting of the LA (Hoogervorst et al., 
2004; Starbuck, 2016). 
Relatedly, respondents in study 1 reported feeling like expendable assets in the LA as 
their wellbeing was not prioritised and they did not feel involved in the change 
process. This has the potential to implicitly transmit the message that the LA does not 
value its employees.  Referring to employees as essential for the change process makes 
little impression if employees perceive that management value consultant advice and 
knowledge over their expertise. All too often employees are not seen as essential 
sources of knowledge or skill in an organisation (Pfeffer, 1994; Prahalad, 1995) which 
can in turn have negative effects on work outcome and wellbeing (Smith, 2005; Lunt 
et al. 2007; Helpap, 2016). Furthermore, frontline staff expressed the lack of employee 
centric vision from their manager as they felt they prioritised bottom line outcomes 
over staff wellbeing. This again has the potential to implicitly signal to staff that they 
are not valued by the organisation. Investing in staff wellbeing by identifying 
employee needs to minimise work stress has been linked to increase commitment and 
collaboration (Lipponene, Bardi & Haapamaiki, 2008; Kuntz et al., 2016; Tavares, van 




9.2.5 Valuing Culture 
Throughout all the studies reported within this thesis there was a general consensus 
amongst employees that organisational support, specifically in the form of recognition 
and appreciation, was important. In the factor structure detected in the staff survey 
(study 2), the latent construct reflecting this sentiment, ‘organisation valuing staff’, 
accounted for 37 % of the factor structure variance. This is perhaps unsurprising 
considering the proportion of themes and subthemes from study one that mapped onto 
this factor. Unsupportive leaders; organisational appreciation and fairness; 
participative decision making and investment in staff/ training and development were 
all elements captured by this factor.  
Organisational justice is a concept which relates to how employees perceive they are 
treated within the workplace, be it in regards to their income or in relation to how 
management structures treat them (Sert, Elsi, Uslu & Sener, 2014). Generally, a 
positive sense of ‘organisational justice’ is thought to be associated with high ratings 
of employee wellbeing and job satisfaction. Research indicates that when employees 
perceive that resources are allocated in a fair and consistent manner they experience 
increased wellbeing at work (Elovainio et al., 2015). Moreover, respectful treatment in 
everyday dealings has been linked to successful coping and adaptation to change at 
work (Bakker et al., 2007). This relates to the degree that employees feel appreciated 
and recognised in the workplace.  
In line with these findings, study one found that employees raised the issue that they 
did not feel their loyalty to or hard-work within the service was recognised or valued. 
They spoke of ‘injustice’ in relation to recruitment practices and felt that managers did 
not recognise or respect their efforts. Employees reflected that this made them feel 
increasingly disengaged with work and disconnected from the organisation. This is in 
line with normative feedback practices whereby managers recognise and express 
appreciation of employee efforts. If employees perceive they are not recognised for 
their efforts then work stress might arise (Siegrist, 2002; Dewhurst et al. 2009). Since 
organisational injustice is associated with negative work stress, staff turnover, reduced 
job satisfaction and reduced job performance (Sert et al., 2014) initiatives focused on 
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improving both employee and organisational resilience should aim to target factors and 
perceptions of organisational injustice. 
In study 3, a positive association between the employing organisation valuing its staff 
and employee resilience was found in this thesis; subjective ratings of feeling valued 
from the employee resilience climate tool correlated with ratings of individual 
resilience from the EmpRes scale. Although there is no known previous empirical 
evidence drawing a link between a valuing culture and employee resilience, findings 
from research on similar constructs such as recognition, respect, and fair treatment, 
have shown that creating an organisational culture where employees feel valued and 
appreciated enables employees to be more resilient by motivating them to flourish in 
times of change (Nilakant et al., 2016).  Organisations that acknowledge employee 
efforts by rewarding them and offering verbal recognition signal that the organisation 
values its employee which in turn increases commitment to the organisation, and 
desirable work behaviours (Sommer et al., 2016; Chen et al., 2015; Ballard, 2014). 
Moreover, fair treatment and appreciation in the workplace have been linked to 
wellbeing and positive adaptation at work (Bakker et al., 2007; Elovainio et al., 2015). 
Finally, organisations can implicitly signal that they value their employees by 
investing in their wellbeing with initiatives that identify employee needs and aim to 
minimise work stress (Kuntz et al., 2016). This is likely to increase workplace 
identification and concomitant behaviours such as collaboration and commitment 
(Tavares, van Knippenberg & van Dick, 2016; Lipponene, Bardi & Haapamaiki, 
2008). 
Overall this thesis revealed that a corporate culture that signals to employees that they 
are valued can be characterised by the extent to which employees perceive that the 
organisation treats them fairly; offers support and minimises their stresses; recognises 
their contributions to the service; and respects their needs and desires in relation to 
their jobs and the service as a whole. Previous research has additionally highlighted 
that a learning culture, whereby managers deliver supportive performance feedback 
and encourage interactions/collaboration between team members, is key for enabling 
employee resilience (Tonkin et al., 2018). Moreover, previous research has suggested 
that organisations should create a safe environment where employee mistakes are seen 
255 
 
a learning opportunity for reflection and solution development (Kuntz et al., 2016). In 
contrast, the studies in this thesis did not identify learning culture (as supported, 
promoted and facilitated by the organisation) as being a relevant factor relating to 
employee resilience. Instead, findings from the studies in this thesis suggest that 
employee resilience can be promoted by an organisational culture that: identifies the 
needs of employees; consults with employees; encourages feedback from employees 
following organisational change; and respects employees and their wellbeing. 
9.2.5.1 Demographic variations 
Study three found frontline staff to report feeling less valued by the organisation. 
Additionally, study four found frontline staff rated fair treatment and recognition as the 
most salient driver of working effectively compared to other job grades. In light of 
both of these findings it would suggest a model of attrition whereby the absence or 
perceived lack of the workplace driver might increase its relative salience to frontline 
staff. This is in line with previous studies that have found frontline staff to report 
feeling undervalued (APA, 2015) and that employees with lower job grades generally 
receive less reward and recognition, and as a result express greater dissatisfaction with 
work (Kovach, 1995; Kalleberg & Griffin, 1978). The results from this thesis would 
suggest a model of attrition whereby the absence or perceived lack of the workplace 
driver might increase its relative salience to frontline staff.  
9.2.6 Supportive Management  
Drawing upon findings from each of the studies supportive management was 
operationalised as the extent to which employees perceived managers to care about 
their well-being and model positive organisational behaviour, respect and listen to their 
opinions, and provide supportive feedback. Supportive management was a workplace 
driver that was identified as being important for employees with regards to their ability 
to work effectively and was positively associated with employee resilience. 
Throughout this thesis, there was a great degree of overlap between supportive 
management, communication and an organisational culture of valuing staff, as it is 
expected that managers will contribute to employees feeling valued and are in a 
position to provide information with regards to change. However, from the interviews 
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conducted in this thesis it was apparent that there was a disconnect between the 
organisation as a whole, and the day-to-day management practices that employees 
experience. Specifically, managers were position as a key resource in promoting 
positive work behaviours and supporting employee wellbeing. 
In study one, management expectations relating to working long hours and not taking 
time off work when sick (sickness presenteeism) was cited by employees as having a 
negative impact on their wellbeing at work. Employees explained that they felt 
pressure to come into work when unwell, as they saw senior staff doing this. This 
finding is in line with previous research which has shown that employees are often 
influenced by management in this way (Ramsey, 2006). This study showed that staff 
demonstrate a high rates of sickness presenteeism (i.e., attending work when unwell) 
when managers and senior staff set an example of coming into work when they are 
unwell. 
Research has explored the concept of ‘presenteeism’ and has shown that presenteeism 
is associated with increased employee illness and reduced productivity, meaning that it 
can have a negative impact on both individual employee and overall organisational 
outcomes (Baker-McClearn, Greasley, Dale & Griffith, 2010). Conversely, research 
has shown that when organisations are more supportive of their employees and place 
less pressure on them to attend work when they are not fit to do so, staff can be more 
motivated to engage in their work and to contribute to their team (Baker McClearn et 
al., 2010). Moreover, insight from research on workplace culture suggests that if 
working long hours is a strongly normed feature of   an organisations / department or 
team culture arising conformity effects can have a detrimental impact on employees 
(Barron & Gjerde, 1997).   
Overall, in study 1, management behaviour at work was a prominent point of 
discussion amongst front line employees. There is a growing field of literature which 
focuses on ‘incivility’ in the workplace, which has been described as behaviour by 
colleagues which treats others with lack of regard and respect and is insensitive to their 
needs (Porath & Gerbasi, 2015). It is apparent that there are significant disadvantages 
to the organisation and employees when leaders do not model civil behaviours at work. 
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Incivility is associated with increased staff turnover, and reduced staff performance 
(Porath & Gerbasi, 2015). It is therefore evidence that incivility in the work place is a 
risk factor for negatively impacting both employee wellbeing and organisational 
resilience. Managers who exhibit civil behaviour at work have been found to be 
perceived as more approachable, and to exhibit valuable leadership qualities (Porath & 
Gerbasi, 2015). In turn, this increases collaboration between staff and managers, and 
enables higher work performance (Porath & Gerbasi, 2015). Finally, it is likely that if 
employees feel supported and trusting of their manager they will be more inclined to 
ask for help or advice when they need it, thus encouraging support seeking behaviours 
which have been identified as resilient behaviours at work (Kutnz et al., 2016; Jundt et 
al., 2015).   
Furthermore, the majority of respondents discussed wanting to be treated like humans 
at work, turning their focus to their managers. Employees expressed their desire for 
manager to care and support them emotionally at work. Respondents expressed the 
need to create a supportive environment at work were people felt safe and cared for. 
Employees felt that this would enable them to flourish at work. Studies have shown 
that support from team leaders has been associated with greater job satisfaction, 
increased employee retention (Brough and Pears, 2004; Graen et al., 1982; Vecchio, 
1982; 1985), and increased prosocial behaviours at work (Settoon et al. 1996; Wayne 
& Green, 1993). Moreover, management support in the form of consideration at work 
has been implicated in developing employee proficiency at work (Rafferty & Griffin, 
2004). Creating an environment where employees feel they are supported emotionally 
by their supervisor has also been found to mediate work-related stress (Schirmer & 
Lopez, 2001). Finally, research has highlighted the need for managers to recognise that 
employee wellbeing is more meaningful than business outcomes (Leka & Houdmont, 
2012). If employees are placed at the centre of management concerns employees feel 
respected and treated well by the organisation (Greenleaf, 2002). Therefore, it is likely 
that prioritising the employee wellbeing over business outcomes will signal to 
employee that they valued which will increase employee engagement at work. 
It is of interest to mention that a significant proportion of line managers within the case 
study organisation presented a different dilemma, in that they did not always feel 
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equipped or competent to manage staff. Some managers reported a lack of training or 
lack of previous experience in managing ‘people’, and did not always feel comfortable 
in this role. Moreover, some managers simply did not see it as their role to manage the 
person, in the sense of staff needs and wellbeing, rather their focus was on meeting 
targets. There is limited research which ascertains managers views on this topic, 
however there is research which highlights the growing need for managerial staff to be 
trained in managing and supporting employee well-being (Shuttleworth, 2004). 
It is evident that supportive/ enabling leadership is therefore a key element of the 
workplace that can encourage employees to flourish. Supportive leadership can enable 
the creation of a workplace environment in which employees feel that they are cared 
for and supported which in turn enhances their engagement, motivation, effectiveness 
and well-being. 
9.2.6.1 Demographic variations 
Age 
Findings from this thesis revealed that older employees perceive less management 
support thank younger workers. The research on generational and maturation 
differences with regard to enabling leaders or supportive management is limited and 
findings are mixed. One explanation for the finding that older employees perceive less 
management support is that older workers are more mistrustful of management 
(Strauss & Howe, 1991); another is that older workers have been found to be more 
hesitant to seeking out support or making requests from their supervisors which could 
lead to the perception that their manager is not responsive (Weyman et al. 2013; 
Weyman et al. 2012). Therefore, it is plausible that older employees assign less value 
to management and perceive them as less supportive as they are mistrustful of them. 
Moreover, younger workers have been found to be more satisfied with management 
that take a coaching approach to management that involves supportive feedback 
(Tulgan, 2003). It is possible that the younger generation is seeking out more informal 
learning experiences and therefore do not assign value to traditional management 






 Interestingly, in study 4 managerial respondents ranked supportive management as 
more important to resilience than front line and admin staff. This finding is conflicting 
with research that indicates that lower level staff place more emphasis on support from 
management (Lyons et al., 2015; Kocoglu et al., 2014; HSE, 2012). Managers have 
been found as a group to overestimate their ability. Research suggests that managers 
often attribute positive outcomes to their own internal characteristics (self‐serving 
attribution bias) (Libby & Rennekamp, 2012; Li, 2010). One possible explanation for 
the finding is when managers were asked to rate aspects like supportive management it 
elicits a self-serving attribution bias, i.e. managers rate these elements more positively 
because they have some stake in them, and a negative rating would reflect badly on 
them as it could imply they do not have the right managerial skills and had somewhat 
failed to do their job properly. It is possible managers know that employee value 
support at work and that their ratings reflect their desire to be seen as good managers. 
Another potential explanation is that when managers completed the judgement task 
they were thinking about their subordinates rather than themselves. Instructions did 
urge respondent to consider aspects of their own work however it is very likely that 
managers would have struggled to divorce aspects of work subordinates value and 
elements that they themselves value. Organisational behaviour research suggests that 
there is a high level of interdependence between supervisor and subordinates with 
regards to a manager’s personal experience with the subordinate’s job which may 
make it more challenging for managers to make internal attributions  (Mitchell & Kalb, 
1982; DeJoy, 1994)  
9.2.7 Learning fostering environment  
In response to the upheaval many organisations are facing in the current economic 
climate the need to develop an organisational learning culture has received significant 
attention (Tonkin et al., 2018; Davis & Daley, 2008; Garvin, Edmondson, & Gino, 
2008). A work environment that facilitates a learning culture can be described as a 
culture whereby employees feel safe/ supported to learn through trial and error and 
they are encouraged through supportive feedback (Kuntz et al., 2016; Marsick & 
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Watkins, 2003). According to research, learning cultures positively influence 
employee productivity (Marsick & Watkins, 2003) job satisfaction (Egan et al., 2004; 
Marsick & Watkins, 2003) and encourage the enactment of resilient behaviours at 
work (e.g. Proactive behaviours in time of change as employees do not fear being 
reprimanded if they make a mistake; Nilakant et al., 2016).  
Elements of what has been described above as a learning culture have been found 
throughout this thesis (for example two way communication and enabling leaders). A 
different conceptualisation of learning emerged from this thesis operationalised by an 
environment that provides the necessary training and development to encourage 
learning alongside the provision of networks within the organisation that promote 
informal learning.   
9.2.7.1 Investment in staff/ training and development   
Employees discussed being concerned with the lack of opportunity to develop their 
competencies. They expressed feeling ill equipped to do their job and managers 
echoed their view that access to training opportunities was limited given the current 
economic state of the LA.  There was a general sentiment of dissatisfaction among 
respondents and concern that the lack of provision of training will hinder their ability 
to perform at work and their ability to learn new elements the job requires in light of 
all the changes to service provisions.  
Employees are the key driving force of organisations therefore the continual 
development of individual and collective capabilities should be an organisational 
priority (Dess & Sauerwald, 2014; Nilakant et al., 2016). The current findings are 
reminiscent of other studies that widely report limited access to training and 
development opportunities are associated with poor job satisfaction (Owens, 2006) and 
lower performance at work (Wayne et al. 2002; Lockwood, 2007). Research has also 
shown than lack of training availability is associated with increased staff turnover, 
burn-out and stress (Yeatts, Cready, Swan & Shen, 2010). Employees who perceive a 
lack of training opportunities report reduced empowerment in the work place, lower 
self-esteem, and less commitment to their jobs (Yeatts, Cready, Swan & Shen, 2010). 
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Expressed concern over lack of training provision that could hinder employee ability to 
perform at work and learn new features of work was a prominent issues discussed in 
study one of this thesis. However, staff training and development was not a part of the 
factor structure that developed in study two. Given its prominence in study one it was 
included as a key workplace driver of resilience the paired comparisons study (see 
study four). It was ascribed the lowest position in terms of relative salience as a work 
related driver of resilience. This would appear to corroborate findings from study 2 
conducted within the current project, however, it is perhaps surprising given its high 
profile in contemporary commentaries on the lack of continual development as risk 
factor for employee resilience (Nilakant et al., 2016; Dess & Sauerwald, 2014; Yeatts 
et al., 2010).   
In times of change, there is an increase in demands of new knowledge, skills and 
behaviour. Training and development is cited as a key driver is assisting organisations 
in managing change effectively and creating a workforce that has the right skills to be 
able perform at work (Anjani, 2017; Kuntz et al., 2017).  In light of the inconsistent 
findings in this thesis with regard to staff training and development and existing 
research that highlight the importance of training and development for work outcomes 
should we conclude that training is important or that it is no longer an important issue 
for employees in the LA? It seems likely that employees will still benefit from the 
provision of staff training and development, but perhaps in the current climate of 
change other drivers play a more important role in helping employees cope and thrive 
at work. Therefore, intervention that targets this issue in the absence of addressing 
more salient workplace drivers will likely be unsuccessful. While findings case some 
doubt over the primacy of training and development it is worth noting that the ranking 
task asked respondents about items that were believed to be important to working 
effectively. Therefore, an item ranked at the bottom of the list doesn’t necessarily 
mean it is unimportant, i.e. it could be important but not as important as other items 





9.2.7.2 Informal learning   
Employees raised concerns that the physical changes made to the work place and space 
within the LA reduced their opportunities for informal learning and collaboration as 
they no longer physically coexisted in the same workspace as their team members.  
Kuntz et al., (2017) suggests that the physical work environment can facilitate 
interactions among teams and employees, to the extent that these interactions will 
result in improving job performance and enhance team support. In line with such 
research, the current study echoed the importance of a work environment that 
enhanced knowledge sharing and informal conversations in order to enable employee 
efficiency and facilitate cross team exchanges. Employees in our studies discussed 
‘hallway and kitchen conversations’ that facilitated discussions and decisions related to 
work. The lack of team unity in the same workspace was reported as creating more 
challenges at work, as informal conversations and work related queries were not 
conducted and asked in the same way. Instead, a formal meeting or an effortful 
conversation was required (e.g.,via email communication) to obtain any knowledge 
and/or information about a work-related matter. In particular, employees discussed this 
being more prominent for newcomers.   
Therefore, the introduction of flexible work conditions was identified as a risk-
producing environment with a deterioration in informal knowledge sharing (Bonsall, 
2011). This can be seen as a challenge both to the individual and organisations 
performance as research has previously shown that the impact of informal learning in a 
workplace may actually be more valuable than formal methods of learning (Boud & 
Middleton, 2003).  It is likely that learning from peers in this way is both helpful for 
organisational performance but also enables employees to feel more confident and 
supported within their roles. Finally, lack of group relatedness has also been found to 







9.3 Contributions to knowledge  
9.3.0 Overview 
Many organisations are facing widespread upheaval and uncertainty as they move 
towards a global and digital world (Allvin et al., 2011; Naswall et al., 2015).  The way 
in which organisations respond to ambiguity and change will dictate their ability to 
survive and remain relevant in a constantly changing world. Simultaneously, 
employees are expected to adapt to constantly evolving working arrangements of 
work.  Therefore, employee experience of change is at the forefront of organisational 
resilience. To this end, well-being and resilience have become buzzwords in academic 
and business communities (Athota & Malik, 2018).  
There are claims that in times of turbulence and ambiguity finding ways to maintain / 
enhance employee resilience and well-being are necessary for organisation to remain 
competitive (Kotter, 2012; Moenkemeyer, Hoegl, & Weiss, 2012; Lee et al., 2013). 
Extant literature has conceptualised resilience in the workplace as a stable personality 
trait (Britt et al., 2016; Rothstein, McLarnon, & King, 2016; Williams et al., 2017), or 
as a state like variable that can develop over time (Luthans, 2002; Shin et al., 2012; 
Britt et al., 2016; Kuntz et al., 2017). If resilience is a capacity that can develop over 
time then the conditions under which employees can increase their capability to adapt 
and thrive to changes and setbacks at work need to be explored.   
In this thesis, we aligned ourselves with the conceptualisation of resilience as a 
developable capability and as a shared impact that can be degraded or enhanced as a 
conscience of changes to working arrangements. While the relationship between 
personality characteristics and resilience in the workplace is well established limited 
studies have examined organisational/work related factors that build resilience at work 
(Britt et al., 2016; Rothstein et al., 2016; Kuntz et al., 2017). This stream of 
scholarship is timely given that research on the various drivers at an 
organisational/workplace level is still in its infancy. This thesis has attempted to 
respond to gaps in existing literature, which highlight the need for improving 
understanding of resilience in the workplace (Tonkin et al., 2018; Kuntz et al., 2017). 
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Specifically, to explore organisational and/or work environment influences as enabling 
or eroding factors of employee resilience.  
Extending a systems perspective to employee resilience highlights the need to integrate 
a comprehensive array of relevant elements of an organisational system (see figure 
10), in order to better understand the relationships between different components; i.e. 
micro (individual), meso (organisational) and macro (systemic) level drivers of 
resilience. A holistic approach for optimising resilience at work would consider all 
levels (HSE, 1999; Wald, 2018) however, micro and macro levels were beyond the 
scope of this thesis.  
Figure 10.Complex system of workplace resilience 
 
Building on the work from this thesis a framework depicting a range of work related 
factors (or lack thereof) in relation to employee resilience was identified. The work 
environment at the case study LA can be seen on a continuum, with the presence or 
absence of workplaces drivers enabling or eroding employee resilience. There is a 
need to identify the role certain features of a system (culture, social connections, 
communication etc.) play in how actors within that system experience and respond to 
adversity. In particular, organisations (complex systems) can contribute to the 
development of resilience by creating work environments that enable employees to 
deal with workplace complexities (Hodliffe, 2014; Tonkin et al., 2018).  
Specifically, the empirical findings support the notion that meso level influences 
(organisational, managerial, work practices etc.) facilitate an environment where 
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employees are more likely to engage in proactive, innovative and adaptive work 
behaviours, i.e., resilient work behaviours. This has implications for managerial and 
organisational practice. Moreover, this thesis highlights the importance of employee 
perceptions of enabling work systems and how such environments can be enacted by 
managers. Irrespective of the type/nature of organisational changes, employee 
perceptions of these practices/changes and how they have been managed will affect the 
relationship they have with adaptive outcomes. Discovering and profiling employee 
beliefs and perceptions, whether accurate or otherwise, is important as these elements 
can have important impacts on employee orientation, attitudes and behaviour. Based 
on this premise, the scope for developing an employee resilience climate indicator tool, 
in the management standards / workplace safety climate idiom (see for example HSE, 
2012; RSSB, 2003) was the capacity to profile an organisation, and its constituent 
units/demographics. This embodies the potential to contribute to organisational 
learning as a lead indicator (measure of precursors to failure) with respect identifying 
issues and groups of employees requiring intervention; similarly, as an indicator of the 
impact of improvement interventions. Below key elements that emerged from this 
thesis relating to enabling work environments are discussed.   
9.3.1 Enabling work environments  
Extant literature examining resilient employee behaviours have found empowering 
leadership (Hodliffe, 2014), learning culture (Kuntz et al., 2016), and a supportive 
work environment (supportive team and organisation) (Naswall et al., 2015; Nilakant 
et al., 2016) to influence employee resilience. Findings from this thesis suggest that 
there is a need to design work environments that have a value-centred culture and 
create a sense of work identity through, open, transparent, supportive, and 
collaborative, can foster employee resilience. While individual elements are describe 
in relation to existing literature in section 9.2 what follows is a discussion of how these 
elements come together to create an organisational climate that can be describe as 
high-involvement, value-focused and supportive (team and organisational).  
Findings across all five studies from this thesis suggest that support at the team level is 
by far the most important contributor to employee resilience, indicating that a 
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supportive social network is an essential enabling factor to the development of 
employee resilience. Social networks in an organisation can facilitate (or hinder) 
sharing of knowledge, learning processes and dissemination of adaptive solution to 
work problems (Stephens et al., 2013; Andrew et al., 2016). Teams that are fragmented 
and experience less social support and cohesion are more vulnerable to disruptions in 
day to day operations than cohesive teams (Anderson & Anderson, 2003; Kwok et al., 
2016). Employees in this thesis portrayed themselves as free floaters with a lost sense 
of team identity due to the dislocation of their teams through the role out of NWoW. 
Conversely, positive social connections at work help contribute to a sense of 
community/belonging and act as a resource that employee can draw upon to deal with 
workplace challenges (Kuntz et al., 2016; Nilakant et al., 2016). For example, in study 
1 employees discussed using their colleagues for moral support at work during adverse 
situations. Moreover, fulfilling connections at work are pivotal for employees’ health 
and well-being (Dutton & Heaphy, 2003). 
Therefore workplace environments need to create an opportunity for individuals to 
connect with others and establish valuable professional and social relationships. These 
high quality connections play a vital role for establishing a professional network for 
informal learning (Bonsall, 2011), finding a sense of purpose and meaning in the 
workplace (Fouché, Rothmann, & Van der Vyver, 2017)  and overall is essential as a 
resource for well-being (Cheng & Hung, 2007; Waddell & Burton, 2006; Meneghel et 
al., 2016). 
Moreover, the need for a work context that values and empowers its employee was 
evident. Employee should be given the autonomy and be viewed as ambassadors of 
their service provision in order to deliver the best outcome for their service (Wood & 
de Menezes, 2011; Boxall & Macky, 2014). This can be done by encouraging 
participative decision making and allowing enough discretion for employee to feel that 
their knowledge and understanding of what is best for delivery of their service is 
valued by the organisation. This was evident in participant accounts in study one and 
five. In study 1, employees expressed feeling not valued or acknowledged by the 
organisation as during times of service restructuring consultants were brought in who 
were not deemed as the appropriate individuals by front line staff due to their lack of 
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experience with service delivery. In contrast, in study 5, due to the roll out of NWoW 
managers had to relinquish an amount of control and trust their employees to deliver 
positive outcomes at work. Employees articulated this as a source of feeling valued at 
work.  
Another vital element for a conducive workplace was transparent communication and 
sharing of information in a timely manner. In order for employees to remain engaged 
and committed to their work in uncertain times they need to be provided with a full 
rationale on matters affecting their work and work conditions (Smith, 2005; Kelloway 
et al., 2012). This will create an environment of trust and employees will feel more 
prepared and in control if they are informed about changes affecting their work 
(Bordia et al., 2004; Williamson & Weyman, 2005). Finally, transparent 
communication can help employees create a sense of ‘mission’ and work identity 
(Janik & Rothmann, 2015) which subsequently can improve change readiness and 
adaptation. Quality of communication was positively correlated with individual 
employee resilience in study 3. Moreover, in study 1, it was evident through frontline 
employee accounts that they needed a clear rationale for the upcoming changes to their 
service delivery to get on board. Additionally, lack of transparency was articulated as 
heightening feelings of insecurity at work.  
Throughout this thesis the role managers’ play in creating a participative, transparent 
and value-centred climate was apparent. More specifically, managers act as critical 
resource responsible for creating a positive work environment as they are perceived by 
employees as having the legitimacy and the power to facilitate (or erode)  participative 
and value orientated work systems (Knight & Paroutis, 2017). Bass (1990, p. 652) 
argues that management can provide “intellectual stimulation to promote subordinates 
thoughtful, creative, adaptive solutions to stressful conditions, rather than hasty, 
defensive, maladaptive ones”. Given that employee resilience can be understood as a 
developable capacity the importance of leadership for employee resilience needs to be 
considered (Harland, et al., 2005; Meng et al., 2017).   
Therefore, this thesis contributed to the explicit consideration of the link between 
leadership and followers on employee resilience. Supportive management was 
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positively associated with employee resilience and was ranked as a salient workplace 
driver of resilience. A high quality connection with managers that is describes as a 
fulfilling relationship between employees and leaders can be seen to contribute to 
resilient behaviour at work and employee wellbeing (Dutton & Heaphy, 2003; Peters 
& Pearce, 2012; Sommer et al., 2016; Kuntz et al., 2017). Specifically, study 1 
emphasised the need for leaders to focus on emotional connection with employees; 
demonstrating that that they care about employee wellbeing and supporting them in 
times of changes rather than focusing on marketplace outcomes. Furthermore, the 
subscale management support was positively associated with employee (Cohn et al., 
2009; Kuntz et al., 2017; Berg et al., 2017). In uncertain times, work contexts where 
social exchanges between managers and employees are deemed more valuable than 
economic exchanges will contribute to more adaptive responses (Judge & Piccolo, 
2004; Kuvaas et al., 2012; Berg et al., 2017). 
Finally, findings from this thesis suggested a link between management 
intentions/behaviours and employee behaviour. It is likely that employees will develop 
perceptions and attributions towards an organisational climate that are being espoused 
by the managers. Therefore, managers need to model positive work behaviour. It is 
expected that employees will be more likely to engage in work related activities 
(positive or negative) if they are modelled by managers. As a result of this causal chain 
of events, one can expect supervisors greatly influence employee well-being and 
subsequently organisational outcomes such as work engagement (Fredrickson, 2003). 
For example if managers come into work when unwell or work long hours there is a 
greater likelihood employees will follow suit eroding their ability to be productive in 
the long run.  
9.3.2 New workplace driver of meaningful work associated with employee 
resilience  
A prominent feature that was discussed in the qualitative interviews (study 1) was the 
importance of meaningful work. There is a growing interest in research on meaningful 
work. However, currently there is limited evidence about the role that meaningful 
work plays in unstable and uncertain environments at work. Thus far, the influence of 
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meaningful work on employee resilient behaviours at work (using a validated 
workplace measure of individual resilience like the EmpRes scale) has not been 
examined in the literature. However, there is evidence from published sources on 
positive work outcomes related to employee resilience such weaker intentions to quit, 
work engagement and job satisfaction (Wrzesniewski, et al., 1997;Littman-Ovadia & 
Steger, 2010; Fairlie, 2011) 
An employee considers his or her work as meaningful when the work goal or purpose 
is in line with his or her own ideals or standards (Rosso, Dekas, & Wrzesniewski, 
2010; Thomas & Velthouse, 1990). Meaningful work has been found to be a facet of 
work that employees value the most, ahead of income, job security, promotions or 
working hours (Grant, 2007; Cascio, 2003).  The majority of research with regards to 
meaningful work has investigated the relationship between meaningful work and 
positive work outcomes. Research has consistently found that meaningful work 
predicts high work engagement (Fairlie, 2011; Littman-Ovadia & Steger, 2010; Steger 
& Dik, 2009). Employees that identify with their work have been found to have higher 
levels of work engagement. When they align themselves with the values of their job 
this increases dedication, which is a component of work engagement (Wayne, Randel, 
& Stevens, 2006; Kahn, 1990).  Moreover, work commitment, motivation (Spreitzer, 
1997; Kanter, 1983) and job satisfaction (Wrzesniewski, et al., 1997) have all been 
associated with perceiving ones work to be meaningful. 
Furthermore, research on meaningful work has tended to emphasise the role of 
individual employees in achieving enhancing work environments. Job crafting has 
been at the forefront of research examining meaningful work; employees that feel 
more engaged due to identifying with their work will be more efficient at customizing 
their job resources and demands to create a work environment which is better suiting 
for themselves (Bakker, 2011; Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2012; Berg, Wrzesniewski, & 
Dutton, 2010). Such an individual perspective ignores the role an organisation can play 
in promoting meaning at work and enhancing work environments.   
To date, there has been small body of research which considers how both employees 
and organisations can foster and promote employee perceptions of meaningful work 
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(Fouché, Rothmann, & Van der Vyver, 2017). It has been shown that good co-worker 
relationships are associated with meaningful work (Fouché, Rothmann, & Van der 
Vyver, 2017). In addition, published findings show that ‘job design’ which includes 
aspects such as autonomy, task identity, and task feedback all contribute to meaningful 
work (Janik & Rothmann, 2015). The implications of the published findings by Janik 
and Rothmann (2017) suggest that organisations, and specifically managers, should 
aim to promote independence and autonomy within their staff teams, and to provide 
them with constructive and meaningful feedback regarding their work. In turn, this 
may promote the perception of meaningful work.   
Findings from this thesis showed that participants discussed the meaning assigned to 
their work as being a protective factor for buffering the impact of the ongoing change 
and poor management of change within the LA, implying meaningful work plays a 
role in sustaining employee resilience. Employees appeared to form a sense of work 
identity derived from what the LA represents (i.e. public service). The altruistic 
rewards employees get from helping others or contributing to society seemed to offset 
the job related stressors that participants discussed. Identifying with the organisation 
and what it contributes to society seems to act as a buffer that offsets dissatisfaction 
with the day-to-day reality and challenges of working for the LA.  Moreover, the 
subscale of ‘purpose and meaning’ identified in the EFA study within this thesis, 
related to identifying with what the organisation and occupation represents. It was 
found to be positively associated with employee resilience, and also ranked as the 
second most salient workplace driver that enabled employees to work effectively. In a 
work environment characterised by on-going change, perhaps cultivating 
meaningfulness of work may not be self-evident. However findings from this thesis 
highlight the important role that meaningful work plays in developing a resilient 
workforce. Finally, even though meaningful work can stand alone as a protective 
factor connections to participative communication, valuing employees by allowing 
them the discretion to work autonomously and the sense of belonging have been cited 
in the literature as was of cultivating work identity (Janik & Rothmann, 2015; Fouché, 
Rothmann, & Van der Vyver, 2017). This ties in closely with the findings of this thesis 
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where team cohesion, value centred culture and participative communication were 
emergent key workplace drivers of resilience.  
9.3.3 New ways of Working (NWoW)- what does it mean for employee resilience? 
The central aim of study five was to explore whether the implementation of NWoW 
creates an enabling work environment that fosters employee resilience. The 
introduction of New Ways of Working (e.g., hot desking and home working) has 
become common practice across many organisations (Joyce et al., 2010). New Ways 
of Working are fast becoming a prominent phenomenon in the workplace for their 
pragmatic benefits, such as reduced costs for the employer and increased autonomy for 
the employee (Baarne et al., 2010).  However what is less known is the consequences 
NWoW might have for employee attitudes and well-being (Brummelhuis et al., 2012). 
Research is rather contradictory when it comes to understanding the positive and/or 
negative impact that flexible work conditions has on employees (Golden & Veiga, 
2005). Some studies have indeed found favourable effects, such as increased autonomy 
(Gajendran & Harrison, 2007), whilst other studies show negative effects, such as 
stress and health complaints (Mann & Holdsworth, 2003), and reduced job satisfaction 
(De Croon et al., 2005). Research documenting the risks associated with flexible 
working for employee attitudes and well-being.is only now emerging. This thesis 
sought to contribute to the evidence regarding the impact of introducing NWoW 
practices, specifically focusing on how NWoW practices impact on employee 
resilience. Presented below is a discussion of the benefits and risks associated with 
NWoW. 
9.3.3.1 Social Networks 
The findings reported in this thesis suggest that co-worker relationships, sense of 
belonging and informal social networks are diminished in the face of flexible working 
policies. Findings further implicated social networks at work as being the most salient 
driver for employee resilience (study 4). To this end, social connections at work have 
been associated with meaningful work (Fouché, Rothmann, & Van der Vyver, 2017), 
increased wellbeing (Kirkwood et al., 2008), learning fostering (Bonsall, 2011) and 
increasing work engagement (Muller & Rothmann, 2009). Thus it is essential that 
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organisations carefully consider the scope for negative impacts arising from the 
introduction of NWoW.  
Participants in study five claimed that the introduction of NWoW challenged team 
cohesion and identity. Employees discussed how increased isolation, loss of 
interpersonal interactions and the loss of a sense of belonging was a risk factor for 
reducing the sense of purpose and meaning that they associated with their work. This 
is in line with research that suggests flexible work arrangements have dislocated 
employees physically and psychologically in the workplace (Baruch, 1998; Handy, 
1994). It has been suggested that flexibility at work can create an environment 
whereby employee could potentially feel like a one-man show working towards 
individual work goals using the organisation as a vehicle (Amar, 2002; Mythen, 2005). 
To this end, the way in which employees fundamentally engage with the organisation 
and with people in the organisation has changed. There is a strong reliance on 
technology based communication as opposed to face to face interaction (Huff et al. 
1989; Kiesler 1997; Wiesenfeld et al., 1998).  This means that organisational and team 
attachments/ membership have become increasingly remote (Rousseau, 2001; Veenstra 
et al., 2004). 
Proponents of NWoW have suggested that flexible work arrangements can increase 
connections and the quality of relationships between employees (Walther, 1992; Van 
Dyne, Kossek, & Lobel, 2007). Electronic communication in the form of email or 
smart phone use means employees availability is quicker and often for longer periods 
of time thus maintaining connectivity between co-workers (Derks & Bakker, 2010; 
Lee & Kossek, 2004). To this end, if employees use electronic forms of 
communications for a sufficient period of time and for the purpose of relational 
development close connections are guaranteed and the need for belonging can be 
fulfilled (Walther, 1995; Baumeister & Leary, 1995). However other researchers have 
argued that flexible work practices have the ability to undermine employee sense of 
belonging and social identity at work due to the lack of face-to-face communication 
and physical co-presence (Brown & Millward, 1993; Sennett, 1998; Greenbaum, 1999; 
Albert et al., 2000; Deaux & Martin, 2003; Postmes et al., 2005). Results from this 
thesis seem to align with the idea that NWoW has the potential to alienate and 
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deteriorate sense of belonging at work with employees in study 5 portraying 
themselves as free floaters that have lost sight of what their team is trying to achieve.  
In a complex system, employees are more likely to identify with their group or team 
rather than the organisation (Van Knippenberg & Van Schie 2000; Van Dick, 2004). 
Team identification is more tangible personal and proximal (Ashforth & Johnson, 
2001; Riketta & Van Dick, 2005). The influential nature of physical proximity of team 
member from identification is well established (Hogg, 1992) what is now emerging is 
the need to focus on and utilise psychological proximity as teams are now virtual (Fiol 
& O’Connor, 2005). Study five highlighted the need for further research to better 
understand the mechanisms by which organisations cultivate a sense of belonging from 
afar.  In particular, there is a need to look at the power of e-mail and online forms of 
communications as a means of sustaining identification and work engagement (Tanis 
& Postmes, 2007). Millward et al (2007) argue that social connections can be 
maintained despite physical distancing in flexible work environments. This can be 
accomplished by engaging employees through electronic communication. 
Furthermore, flexible work has changed the focus of identification from team to 
organisational identification as computer based communication can help sustain 
interactions on the shared cognitive representation of the group (organisational level) 
rather than on developing interpersonal relationships which is best suited to face to 
face communication (Reicher et al., 1995). Based on prior findings in this thesis a 
possible suggestion for creating a shared sense of identity is through participative 
decision making and open communication where employees clearer understand the 
rationale for change and can see the organisations vision. If the organisation engages 
with employees more often and/or more meaningfully (e.g. understanding and 
participating in organisation-level projects, communication and transparency from 
organisation-level contact) then organisational identity is more likely to be established 
(Ferris & Godar, 2004; Postmes et al., 2005).  
9.3.3.2 Informal learning  
Moreover, besides reducing overhead costs within the LA, another driving force for 
introducing flexible working (i.e., hot desking) was to construct a work space that 
274 
 
enhanced and fostered collaboration and learning. It was thought that as work units 
would no longer reside together, employees would increasingly move across 
departments and in turn share information and knowledge with new teams and 
colleagues. Increased social interaction and cooperation within departments is a widely 
cited reason for the adoption of flexible work conditions (Millward et al., 2007; van 
der Voordt, 2004).  Research suggests that if employees are not assigned desks (hot 
desking) they will have to interact with members of other departments (Millward et al., 
2007).  
The findings of this thesis did not support this notion. Employees were reluctant to 
transgress outside of their comfort zone in terms of daily interactions with other 
departments. Most respondents discussed locating were fellow employees they already 
had existing social relationships were working if they were coming into the office to 
hot desk this has implications for joiners who do not have the capacity to link with 
established contacts / networks. Furthermore, employees raised concerns that the 
physical changes made to the work place and space within the LA reduced their 
opportunities for informal learning and collaboration as they no longer physically 
coexisted in the same workspace as their team members.  Research has previously 
shown that the impact of peer, informal learning in a workplace may actually be more 
valuable than formal methods of learning (Boud & Middleton, 2003). This is 
exemplified in the accounts of participants in study 5 that refer to the value of informal 
‘hallway and kitchen conversations’ that facilitate discussions and decisions related to 
work. The lack of team unity in the same workspace was reported as creating more 
challenges at work, as informal conversations and work related queries were not 
conducted and asked in the same way. Instead, a formal meeting or an effortful 
conversation was required (e.g. via email communication) to obtain any knowledge 
and/or information about a work-related matter. In particular, employees discussed this 
being more prominent for newcomers.   
Study five emphasised the importance of a work environment that enhances 
knowledge sharing and informal conversations, in order to enable employee efficiency 
and to facilitate cross-team exchanges.  
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9.3.3.3 Health Management  
Health concerns that arise from flexible working arrangements have been reviewed in 
the literature. Stress has been cited as a prominent workplace health issue in flexible 
work environments (Allvin & Aronsson, 2003). Work related stress emerges from 
downsizing and restructuring which leaves employees feeling insecure about their jobs 
alongside work intensification (Dekker & Schaufeli, 1995; Scott, 2004). Specifically, 
agile work can lead to irregular hours of work and a blurring of home work life 
boundaries (Heisz & LaRochelle-Cote, 2006; MacEachen, Polzer & Clarke, 2008). 
Employees in study five echoed these findings discussing long work hours, work 
intensity, blurring of work-home life boundaries and cumbersome way of working (eg. 
bad back from carrying laptop and files around) as typical health concerns in a flexible 
work environment. Such health concerns had the ability to impact employee wellbeing 
and their ability to thrive in a constantly changing environment.  
However, possibly a more important feature of line manager accounts was how such 
health concerns could be managed in a flexible work environment where employees 
are managed relatively indirectly and are given high levels of autonomy. In particular, 
managers emphasised the difficulties they encounter in managing employees and 
making sure they are well when they no longer see them regularly at work. They 
framed performance management as easy as they could tell if employees had done the 
work or not but they found not knowing the conditions under which employees 
completed the work precarious. MacEachen, Polzer and Clarke, (2008) propose that 
there is little evidence from research that can answer questions relating to the actual 
practice and management of flexible work for occupational health.  
Such strategies for health management were not explored in study five, however 
insight from studies 1, 2 and 3 offer implications for how worker health should be 
managed. Enabling leaders who demonstrate emotional intelligence and model positive 
work behaviours could be seen as a core element for developing employee resilience in 
a flexible workplace. Managers that prioritise staff wellbeing over performance and do 
perceive all time as potential work time (eg. believing employees can find time at 
home to fit in work and sending emails at irregular times) could help navigate healthier 
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work life boundaries and reduce exhaustion. In particular, research has suggested that 
due to increase flexibility at work employees can be seen by managers as always 
available to work whereby personal time and homes of workers can be exploited 
(Allvin & Aronsson, 2003; Newell et al., 2002). The organisations bottom line can be 
prioritised with managers lacking the ability to assess how employees arrange their 
work as employees are seen as capable to find time to meet deadlines, regardless of 
where or when. Therefore, this is something that should be deterred. Furthermore, if 
employees feel like their managers care about their wellbeing it is more likely they will 
voice any health concerns they may be experiencing. Finally, managers need to sustain 
team identification so that employees do not feel they are ‘out of sight out of mind’.  
Martin (1994) suggests that in flexible work conditions workers feel like they need to 
continually prove themselves and ensure they display the value they add to the 
organisation to be seen as employable. This could increase the likelihood of employee 
being constantly online to be seen as hard working and prove themselves valuable to 
the LA.  
9.3.3.4 Autonomy  
The introduction of NWoW resulted in a breakdown of traditional structures of work; 
employees could work from where they want, when they want, and they no longer had 
a physical location to reside as a team.  Consistent with findings from the literature 
review, employees who participated in study five, expressed their contentment with the 
increased levels of autonomy that were associated with NWoW (Hill et al., 1998; van 
der Voordt, 2004; Gajendran & Harrison, 2007). The concept of autonomy seemed to 
permeate the need for employees in choosing a workplace (time and location wise) that 
fits best with personal needs.  
Moreover, another potential explanation as to why flexible work has a positive impact 
on employees is because employees perceive that management trust them to work 
independently and to effectively engage in their jobs. Most employees reported 
enjoying working under flexible work conditions as they felt they were trusted to do 
their jobs without anyone hovering over them and micro-managing their output. 
Manager that allow employees discretion over how to do their work have been found 
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to cultivate innovative and committed responses from employees and opposed to 
managers that monitor and control work tasks (Newell et al., 2002; Allvin & Aronsson, 
2003; Malone, 2004). An indirect management approach will create a culture of trust 
and make employee feel like they are the specialist in their line of work (Damarin, 
2006; Wood & de Menezes, 2011; Boxall & Macky, 2014). Therefore as much as 
autonomy allows employees to accommodate their diverse needs it also indirectly 
creates a valuing culture if the process is managed appropriately; as suggested by 
findings from this thesis will contribute to employee resilience.   
However, it is essential amongst the optimistic discourse of flexible work practices to 
recognise the limitations of autonomy as it is accompanied by blurring of boundaries 
of home and work life. Moreover, it is possible that NWoW are more suited to specific 
types of jobs and individuals (e.g. have children, NWoW decreases commute time) 
(Baruch & Nicholson, 1997; Olson-Buchanan & Boswell, 2006). Therefore perceived 
benefits of autonomy need to be considered in light of if NWoW is a preferred choice 
or forced option.  
9.3.3.5 Work life balance 
Although flexibility was cast above as creating desirable conditions of autonomy, and 
work-life balance for workers, a closer examination of flexibility in practice suggests 
the issue at hand is more complex. While this loosening of boundaries between home 
and work was cast as a positive element of flexibility it also means that those lines can 
be easily blurred. Employees are always at and available to work when at home; 
flexibility becomes a double edged sword. For example, just as easily as employees 
can stop work to go for dinner they can continue working late hours after dinner.  
This is in line with research that suggests that ultimately employees are in control over 
when are where to work but flexibility means any place and anytime is potentially a 
work place (Echtelt, Glebbeek, & Lindenberg, 2006). This can make work “intense” 
and “inescapable” (MacEachen, Polzer & Clarke, 2008). In order to not allow work 
time and space to become blurry when home and work blend into one strict schedules 
and limits need to be set by employees (Shih, 2004). Moreover, flexible work practices 
increase online communication (Katz & Aarhus, 2002). Employees get into a routine 
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of constantly being online and checking emails even if this intrudes into their home life 
(Katz & Aarhus, 2002; Mazmanian, Orlikowski, & Yates, 2013). Blurred boundaries 
between home and work are important to acknowledge as they have been found to 
contribute to adverse health effects (eg.stress and exhaustion) associated with irregular 
hours and being continuously connected to work (Glass & Finley, 2002; Heisz & 
LaRochelle-Cote, 2006; Scoffield, 2006; Mazmanian, Orlikowski, & Yates, 2013).  
9.3.4 Summary 
Resilience in the context of work needs to reflect behavioural constructs/behaviours 
that contribute to coping with stress, challenges and changes at work (Tonkin et al., 
2018). Organisations need to adopt an integrative approach for fostering workplace 
behaviours that will promote positive coping at work (Naswall et al., 2015; Kuntz et 
al., 2016). This thesis presents ideas/advice for organisational management to actively 
stimulate employee resilience. It is crucial for organisations to create an environment 
where employees feel valued and supported. Open participative communication will 
play a pivotal role in promoting a sense of work identity and sense of being valued 
which will in turn promote engagement and positive adaptation. Furthermore, 
workplace leaders needed to be proactive in promoting workplace well-being by 
modelling positive work behaviours and adopting a humanistic approach to 
management. Finally, fostering team bonds will promote resilient behaviours at work 
such a collaboration, seeking out support and proactive behaviour in times of change 
(Porath et al., 2015; Kuntz et al., 2016).  
However, new trends are happening at work with a rapid growth in flexible work 
arrangements. This has the potential to threaten the promotion of enabling work 
environments due to the novelty of work conditions employees need to operate in. If a 
culture at work that is operationalised as one which values employees, promotes 
meaningful work, and is transparent, supportive, and collaborative, can foster 
employee resilience, organisations need to consider how this can be maintained under 
NWoW. One suggestion is the need for a shift in focus of identification from team 
level to organisational level. Through the use of electronic communication 
organisations need to engage with employees in an open and meaningfully way to 
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create a shared vision and purpose for the organization as well as getting them on 
board and including employees with organisation wide changes so that they can remain 
connected and engaged with work.  
9.4 Strengths and limitations  
Using mixed methodology this thesis provided a breadth of insight into work related 
influences on employee resilience within the case study organisation. However, these 
findings need to be interpreted in light of their limitations and strengths. Evaluation of 
the five studies will be considered here collectively. A discussion of claimed strengths 
and limitations of the focus studies conducted is provided within the respective 
chapters.  
9.4.1 Exploring the scope for a developing an employee resilience climate tool 
The employee survey question set was developed from employee accounts in study 1, 
informed formed by relevant published findings. The adoption of an organic, 
principally data driven approach to generation of the question set, rather than a top-
down theoretical approach is considered a strength. Moreover, to date there have been 
few attempts to develop workplace climate measures of employee resilience 
(Hartmann et al., 2019). A further contrast with the dominant individual-trait based 
perspective was the focus on precursors to challenges to resilience.  In this respect, the 
approach reflected alignment with the established risk management / prevention 
perspective that has been applied to work-related stress (HSE, 2013) and the safety 
climate assessment tradition (RSSB, 2003; Lunt et al., 2007).  Furthermore, items 
within the tool draw on conceptualisations of resilience as a capacity that can be 
developed through the work environment as opposed to the majority of existing 
measures that operationalise resilience as a trait like characteristic.  
Items developed for the survey (study two) were based on the findings from study one 
themes. This would suggest that the items themselves have context validity and had the 
potential to be meaningful to employees in the case study LA. The questions explored 
elements of the themes identified  in study one that were rooted in the accounts 
provided by employees, and of central relevance to them. Moreover, study two 
provided the opportunity for triangulation/ validation of findings from Study one. 
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Furthermore, the provision of a new climate tool of work related influences on 
resilience can provide some indication as to the organisation’s readiness for creating 
and sustaining an enabling work environment. The tool was developed using a pilot 
sample (study two; N=146) and validated (study three; N=911) on different samples 
within the LA consistent with recommendations (Henson & Roberts, 2006). However, 
the researcher must acknowledge that since the surveys were completed anonymously 
online it could not be known if these samples were entirely independent of each other, 
i.e. completely different employees completing both surveys. There is a possibility that 
employees could have contributed to more than one study. Using the same sample runs 
the risk of overfitting or capitalising on chance variation due to the idiosyncrasies of 
the sample data (Bandalos & Finney, 2010). However, some studies still conduct EFA 
and CFA on the same sample (Bandalos & Finney, 2010). 
Finally, convergent validity of the tool was established in relation to an employee 
resilience at work scale that was explicitly designed to measure resilient behaviour in 
workplace settings (Naswall et al., 2015; refer to appendix S for items) as opposed to 
typical measure of employee resilience that are not validated in the workplace and 
focus on personal resilience as a character trait. An example item is ‘I bear a heavy 
workload without getting discouraged’ 
9.4.2 Self- report data and response bias 
A limitation across the quantitative studies (studies 2, 3 and 4) of this thesis was the 
use of self-report data. The self-report nature of the survey used in study two and three 
meant that respondent ratings may have been susceptible to social desirability and 
possibly other forms of self-serving response bias. As self-report measures were the 
only data source there was no way of examining if employee ratings were accurate. 
However, subjective employee perceptions of their work environment will still guide 
employee reactions even if their perceptions do not reflect reality (Wainwright et al., 
2018; Weyman et al., 2012). Moreover, any bias could also be considered common 
across sub-populations. While there can be doubt over absolute values the relative 
values can be considered robust, and reliable (Weyman et al., 2012). Although there is 
scope for intervening variables to be relevant, e.g. if there is an industrial dispute, it is 
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likely that respondents may use surveys to vent their wider dissatisfactions. 
Furthermore, in study three an additional element of individual level resilience was 
measured through the EmpRes scale. It is possible that survey respondents tended to 
over-report desirable behaviours to portray themselves in a positive light (Donaldson 
& Grant-Vallone, 2002). Participants may have been inclined to subconsciously or 
deliberately rate their employee resilience higher to make themselves appear seem 
more capable of dealing with stress and adversity given the constant downsizing of 
services. Ultimately the researcher cannot definitively determine whether this issue 
arose as attribution effects are common to all climate measures (DeJoy, 1994). 
Nevertheless, to reduce the likelihood of response bias, future research may benefit 
from using ratings from multiple sources, such as managers and team members to 
examine to degree of agreement between ratings.  
Finally, as this research was centered upon the Local Authority in question, it was 
important to use interview data (studies 1 and 5) in order to get a detailed 
understanding of procedures, policies and practices in the workplace. However, it must 
be mentioned that interview data is not objective and employee’s overall and 
entrenched dissatisfaction with the service could lead to responses being biased. 
Therefore, an external observer would be beneficial in future research to validate the 
employee’s account of the working environment.  
9.4.3 Generalisability and sample size  
The thesis was based on a single Local authority; while this offered detailed insight 
into the perturbation employees within this LA were experiencing, it does limit the 
generalisability of the thesis findings more broadly. It is possible that these findings 
may not extend to non-public sector organisations and other local authorities or public 
organisations. Across all five studies, participants within the selected samples were 
recruited from one Local Authority in the UK. Whilst generalisability of findings was 
not the intent of the thesis, extending implications beyond the group of participants 
from the LA used is however restricted. However, with regards to homogeneity within 
the LA itself, the diversity achieved with the inclusion of a range of occupations and 
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directorates in each quantitative study’s final sample can be argued to provide 
variability in the measured items.  
Specific to the qualitative studies, views from only a relatively small proportion of the 
overall organisation were expressed; study one (N=20) and study five (N=16). The 
inclusion of a diverse workforce with various job roles offered some degree of 
variability in topics discussed. However, the use a small number of participants from 
the whole organisation could have led to a limited discussion. Furthermore, research 
operating within a climate of change was restrictive with regards to employee 
willingness and their ability to actually find time to sit down and discuss the change. 
There is the possibility that employees that did take the time to talk to the researcher 
reflect a unique group of employees who wanted to vent and discuss the challenges 
they were experiencing. It is possible that employees who felt they were adjusting and 
adapting to organisational changes did not want to use this opportunity to share their 
views.  
Furthermore, study four sample size was limited (N=214). Although the sample 
exceeded the minimum criterion of 10 cases to conduct the paired comparison analysis 
(Hunns & Daniels, 1982) confidence in the generalisability of the results presented 
would be enhanced if corroborated by findings from a larger sample of stakeholders 
within the LA. In particular, when within group differences were examined a larger 
sample size would mean that sub sample sizes would not diminish too much and 
multivariate analysis may have been possible. 
The research presented here could be extended to include a larger and more diverse 
sample, i.e. from other LA’s. This would be useful for increasing the generalisability 
of the issues and to test for replicability of findings presented here which may increase 
the breadth of discussion topics. 
9.4.4 Cross sectional data 
The cross-sectional nature of this thesis limited the extent to which conclusions 
regarding causality could be established. Results identified a number of work-related 
factors that influence employee resilience. However, as employee resilience was only 
measured at a single point in time we cannot determine whether enhancing these 
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factors will lead to increased employee resilience. Specifically, in study 3 
directionality of the relationship between work-related factors and employee resilience 
is unknown; do employees with inherent resilience have more positive perceptions of 
work environments, or do positive perceptions of work environments enable employee 
resilience.  
9. 5 Practical use of tool  
This thesis explored the scope to develop an employee resilience climate with results 
indicting promising psychometric properties. The tool is intended to be utilised by 
organisations in a similar fashion to contemporary workplace health and safety 
assessment climate tools (e.g., HSE stress management standards). Climate tools of 
this type are focused on prevention, identifying lead indicators that can be used to 
profile organisational performance. Organisations can make use of these indicators to 
identify potential weaknesses and to inform preventative interventions that can deal 
with issues before they become critical. In this sense, the tool can be seen as an 
evidence-based approach which can promote organisational learning and future-
proofing within a service. This tool aims to achieve the following goals: 
 Provide a benchmark to monitor change and workforce adaptation over time 
 Profile the relative importance of core impacts on employee resilience and 
characterise differential impacts on different groups of council employees 
(service type; job grades; age, etc.)  
  Provide feedback on the impact of management policies, practices and 
initiatives on employee orientations (e.g. management of change; 
communication) 
 Promote organisational learning by informing senior level strategic decision-
making regarding future resource allocation, with the goal of reinforcing areas 






9.6 Future research  
9.6.1 Validation and further development of employee resilience climate tool 
Further research is required to continue the validation process of the scale developed 
for this thesis. The set of sub scales that emerged from this thesis need to be subjected 
to a full development process; specifically, the reliability of the tool need to be 
assessed (Costello & Osbourne, 2005). To examine the stability of the scale it is 
recommended that future research examines the scale within other Local Authorities or 
public sector organisations. This will provide evidence as to whether the scale can be 
generalised to other public organisations experiencing change or if it is merely context-
specific. In addition, testing the scale with organisations from different sectors and 
contexts would also identify if further elements of the work environment need to be 
included to provide a fuller understanding of how to facilitate resilience within the 
workforce.  
For organisations to invest in employee resilience they must be able to make a business 
case for investing in resilience. Therefore organisations need to be convinced of the 
benefits of a resilient workforce. It would be beneficial to include work-related 
outcomes or performance indicators to the workplace resilience climate tool developed 
in this thesis, to investigate the relationships between workplace factors, employee 
resilience and work-related outcomes. An understanding of the interplay between these 
variables would provide insight into the functioning of resilience within the work 
context. 
9.6.2 Longitudinal research  
In chapter 2 of this study it was suggested that resilience research would benefit from 
looking at resilience as a capacity that can be demonstrated and developed in both 
adverse and non-crisis contexts. Due to the amount of upheaval the LA was 
experiencing throughout the course of this project, it was not possible to investigate if 
the workplace indicator of employee resilience would still predict employee resilience 
in a stable work environment or if other aspects of work would be more 
prominent/salient in times of stability. Future research should examine what aspects of 
the workplace contribute to the development of inherent resilience in non-crisis 
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environments, which would ensure preparedness for future adversity (adaptive 
resilience). Furthermore, a longitudinal design is recommended in order to examine the 
relationship and directionality between the work-related subscales within the 
developed tool, and employee resilience.  
 
9.6.3 Time and location flexibility  
Given the rise in flexible work practices in contemporary organisations, there is a need 
to examine the differential effects of types of flexible work practices on employee 
resilience. Evidence from the study five in this thesis gave rise to the discrepancy 
between time flexibility (complete work at any time) and location flexibility (where to 
complete the work). Time flexibility was discussed in a positive light in relation to 
increased autonomy at work. However, location flexibility was described as: being 
damaging to sense of belonging and identity at work; leading to employees feeling 
isolated; reducing peer collaboration; and creating blurring of boundaries, with work 
spilling over into home life. It would be worth investigating these differential impacts 
further, to understand what employers need to do to facilitate the transition to location 
flexibility, and to uncover ways that organisations can maintain cohesiveness even 
when employees are not physically present at work.  
10.0  Conclusions 
This thesis adopted a pragmatic approach with the researcher engaging with the LA 
under investigation to understand the organisational changes and then how employees 
perceive these changes apply in their work settings. By developing a contextually 
grounded understanding of how managers and employees are influenced by a 
workplace’s unique context we can better design work environments that are 
conducive. This thesis determined that the following workplace factors promote 
employee resilience, such that employees feel more able and willing to adapt to 
organisational change: supportive management, work-life balance, team cohesion, 
quality of communication and meaningful work. Furthermore, this thesis identified that 
an overarching cultural shift is needed within organisations, such that organisations 
need to emphasise and demonstrate the degree to which they respect, value and support 
their staff. This is a key facet for promoting employee resilience, and is also a primary 
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driver for workplace efficiency. Lastly, this thesis presents a work place resilience 
climate tool, a standardised, validated measure which can be used to measure the 
identified facets of employee resilience. This tool has scope for monitoring change 
within a service, promoting organisational learning, informing service-level decision-
making, and providing feedback to service managers about workforce response to 
structural and policy changes. Future research can usefully extend the use of this 
standardised tool in other services and organisations. This thesis has implications for 
public sector services undergoing organisational change. Organisations can strive to 
promote the systemic factors identified in this thesis, with the aim of facilitating a 
healthier workforce which is able to adapt and adjust to ongoing change. 
10.1 Summary of key findings  
 Findings from Study’s 1 facilitated the identification and articulation of work 
related experiences that employees deemed relevant to enhancing or eroding 
employee resilience.  Often employees referred to the absence of highly valued 
work related components rather than being enhanced by the presence of them. 
However, it is possible that what is missing/lacking is simply more cognitively 
available than what it is present.  
 Six constructs are considered to characterise core elements of employee 
perspectives on variables contributing to employee resilience:  Purpose and 
meaning, Management support, Team cohesion, Quality of communication, 
Work life balance and Organisational valuing staff. These components 
accounted for (60.72%) of the total variance. 
 Findings from study 3 suggest promising psychometric properties for the six 
constructs. Moreover, Purpose and meaning, Management support, Team 
cohesion, Quality of communication, and Organisational valuing staff were all 
positively associated with employee resilient work behaviours (EmpRes scale).   
 Findings from Study 4 indicate that while there is consensus over headline 
variables, 
such as Team cohesion, meaningful work and supportive management there are 
also differences between different groups of employees with regard to the 
relative salience of core workplace drivers. 
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 Team cohesion and Meaningful work were consistently ranked the most salient 
components across all demographic groupings in the Paired Comparison study. 
This 
would indicate that these aspects are likely core elements worth the LA’s 
consideration.  
 Findings from study 5 suggest that the breakdown of social and professional 
network, blurring of work life boundaries, and loss of health management can 
be seen as eroding factors for employee resilience. However, Increased levels 
of autonomy over when and where to work can be seen as an enabling factor 
for employee resilience.  
 The development of an employee resilience climate tool has the potential to 
profile employee perspectives, benchmark organisational performance and 
thereby contribute to organisational learning to strategic decision making over 
intervention to address employee resilience.  
 Overall the concept of employee resilience suggests the work related factors 
identified function in differing ways. For example enabling leaders and 
participative communication can be viewed as creating a positive environment 
that fosters resilience whereas team cohesion and meaningful work are needed 
to sustain employee resilience, i.e. they are a resource employee can draw 
upon.  However, when such factors are missing or lacking this can create a 
negative environment which will be more challenging and adversely influence 
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Ethical Approval for Project- reference number 13-038 
 
Title: Resilience in a constant world of change - An employee perspective on 
workplace change.  
1. Purpose and rational 
1.1 Organisational and employee resilience  
 
At the heart of modern workplace health and safety is the premise that reducing the 
risks associated with hazardous processes and activities, reduces the potential for 
negative outcomes and, by implication, the frequency of accidents and ill health. While 
identifying and trying to eliminate risk is important, in light of the unpredictable, 
uncertain and chaotic environment of today’s working world, one can argue that not all 
risks can be eliminated. Therefore, the concept of resilience has become increasingly 
important in the workplace (Legnick-Hall, Beck & Legnick-Hall, 2011). Despite the 
importance of the concept, there is little consensus regarding what resilience is (Paton, 
2011), what it means for organisations and, more importantly, how organisations might 
achieve greater resilience in the face of increasing risks (Stephenson, 2010). 
 
In general, research on organisational resilience seems to be in its infancy stage (Braes 
& Brooks, 2010). Organisational resilience has been examined in the context of 
disasters, crises or dramatic change (e.g. 9/11, earthquakes, climate change; McManus, 
2008). In contrast, Organisational resilience has not been examined in the context of 
cumulative change of a less dramatic nature. Furthermore, there is little consistency in 
the use of the term of Organisational Resilience and a lack of common understanding 
as to the essential concepts prevails (McManus, 2008; Braes & Brooks, 2010). This 
project is expected to contribute to the understanding of key concepts of organisational 
resilience in the context of organisational change.  
 
System theory suggests an organisation can be viewed as a system comprised of the 
organisation, teams, and individuals in a given socio-technical context (Ashmos & 
Huber, 1987; Denhardt & Denhardt, 2010). According to system theory the 
relationship between the components of a system are more important than the 
individual agents themselves (Holden, 2005). This suggests that for an organisation to 
be resilient a good relationship needs to exist between the organisation and its 
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individual employees (Mallack, 1998). However, research proposes that few 
organisations consider their staff as stakeholders (Kay & Goldspink, 2012).   
Arguably, many organisations are too focused on the ‘bottom line’ and sustainability 
in terms their product, but often ignore the fact that in order to provide this and be 
profitable a healthy workforce is essential. Therefore, this project will aim to 
investigate the assumption that a resilient workforce implies a resilient organisation.  
 
The question then remains how do you achieve employee resilience, if we assume it 
constitutes a fundamental component of organisational resilience? To date the 
perspective on employee resilience has focused on individuals as the unit of for 
intervention to achieve change; e.g. interventions aimed at changing workforce 
lifestyle-health have focused on individuals and strategies to make the individual more 
resilient in order to reduce absence and, logically by extension, increase / maintain 
productivity (see for example Tugade & Fredrickson, 2004; Jackson et al., 2007). This 
approach only addresses the individuals however there is a need to broaden the 
perspective on employee resilience; not just focusing on how to make people more 
resilient by changing their orientation to their work or thought style.  Additionally, 
there is a need for the reorientation of resilience where not only individual dimensions 
(eg. Personality factors) help to explain differences in human agency, but the 
acknowledgement of broader social forces on human experience need to considered 
(Johnson & Down, -2009). Therefore, it is vital to understand how systems of work 
and managing any change process embodies the potential to erode the resilience of 
individuals. Understanding the organisational factors that can either enhance or erode 
employee residence is a pre-requisite for developing a prevention/mitigation strategy 
that seeks to address any negative impacts on staff. 
 
 
In summary, there is a strong need to focus on providing the level of support for all 
staff to do their jobs rather than limiting the perspective on support to action in the 
event of individual failure. Employee resilience has implications for the organisation; 
staff absence / diminished capacity erodes the resilience of the organisation to deliver 
its services. If staff can't perform well then neither can the organisation; the 
organisation needs to find ways to manage this. It can be argued that an essential 
component to organisational resilience is to identify what culture, values and attitudes, 
systems and practices at an organisational level contribute to the resilience of 
employees. The research will aim to provide measures of the prevalence and profile of 
such influences that can be used inform management practice in mitigating any 
negative impacts on staff and organisational performance.    
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1.2 New ways of working  
 
It has been suggested that working conditions characterised by high job demand, low 
control over decisions and low social support are associated with both mental and 
physical ill health (Joyce et al., 2010). Based on this policymakers are increasingly 
promoting legislation that enables flexible working conditions (e.g. teleworking, 
flexible workspaces, home working). Relying on the assumption that flexible working 
will have a positive impact on employee, flexible work conditions have become 
common practice (Joyce et al., 2010). However, in reality research is rather 
contradictory regarding the positive and/or negative impact of workplace flexibility on 
employee health and well-being (Golden & Veiga, 2005). Some studies show 
favourable effects, such as, increased autonomy (Gajendran & Harrison, 2007), while 
other studies show negative effects, e.g., increased negative affectivity, stress, health 
complaints (Mann & Holdsworth, 2003), and reduced job satisfaction (De Croon et al., 
2005). 
 
Therefore there is a need for clarification on the impact adapting to flexible working 
practices can have on employee health and wellbeing.  Similarly, the impact flexible 
working has on employee and organisational resilience needs to be considered.    
In crisis/change management literature one characteristic identified to generate 
organisational resilience is innovation in new ways of working (Stephenson, 2010). 
This might benefit the organisations ‘bottom line’ however no one has examined if this 
will benefit the staff.  If we assume the link suggested above, employee resilience 
predicts organisational resilience, is correct then if new ways of working do not benefit 
employees, according to system theory this will act as a potential source of failure 
(decrease resilience of the organisation). 
 
For example, new ways of working such as hot-desking might lead to more germs 
being spread through shared workspaces which will increase the risk of sickness 
absence. Another example comes from home working; home working has been found 
to counter-intuitively increase stress as work-home life boundaries become blurred 
(Bloom, Liang, Roberts, & Ying, 2012).  The above intuitively erode the resilience of 
individuals to stress and viruses, therefore, employee absence/diminished capacity can 




Additionally, it is possible that new ways of working may have a direct impact on 
Organisational resilience. Just this month Marissa Mayer CEO of Yahoo! made the 
controversial decision to end remote working for her employees, “We need to be 
working side-by-side. That is why it is critical that we are all present in our offices. 
Some of the best decisions and insights come from hallway and cafeteria discussions, 
meeting new people, and impromptu team meetings. Speed and quality are often 
sacrificed when we work from home. We need to be one Yahoo!, and that starts with 
physically being together.” It is necessary to examine if there is any evidence behind 
such a decision. Restricted research suggests new ways of working impact 
organizational identification (Knight & Haslam, 2010) and act as a barrier to concepts 
such knowledge sharing between employees (Bonsall, 2011). A greater understanding 
of such theories is needed to assess the direct impact on organisational resilience.  
 
Furthermore, not much is known about how adaptation processes to new ways of 
working fluctuate during the change implementation (Van den Heuvel, 2013). Less is 
known about the specific individual variation (within-person effects) in how adaptation 
unfolds between the early stages and later stages of implementing changes such as hot 
desking, home working and mobile working.  
 
2.0 Overview of Method and Analysis 
 
The proposed empirical activity will involve a combined methods (qualitative and 
quantitative) approach.   
 
 Qualitative evidence. Data will be gathered via focus groups and individual 
interviews with staff. Analysis will follow established precedents, and in 
relation to this study’s aims is envisaged to take the form of a thematic analysis 
of transcript evidence derived from audio recordings of interactions with 
respondents.  The qualitative analysis is viewed as affording insight in itself, 
but also providing a contextually grounded basis for the quantitative work. 
 
 Quantitative evidence. Insight from qualitative data collected will inform the 
development of statements/questions for the survey. Data will be gathered in 
the form of a survey of a sample of staff at LA. The use of Principal 
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Components Analysis will contribute to the development of psychometric 
scales.   
 




To better understand variables impacting on employee resilience and the scope for 
developing a measure of organisational performance in this domain 
 
To develop a bespoke measure of employee resilience that is tailored to address salient 
issues within LA. Data on both employee and managerial perspectives on what 
work/organisational variables impact employee resilience will be sought out. The 
vision is to use this data to develop a psychometric tool for benchmarking the profile 
of employee resilience in LA. The output from the tool is envisioned to be used by LA, 
to identify relative strengths and weakness in their practice, in managing/supporting 
individuals through conditions of stress and change.  
 
3.2 Operational objectives 
1. Gather qualitative evidence on employee perspectives on variables contributing 
to and impacts on resilience - via individual interviews and focus groups. 
2. Use the product of (1) to inform the development of a quantitative staff survey 
that will produce output that can be analysed using principal components 
analysis. 
3. Use the product of (2) to develop a set of psychometric scales, that when 
combined will form a barometer type benchmark measure of resilience. 
4. Use the product of (3) to explore and test demographic differences by job role / 
function / grade on a representative sample of employees at LA (and possibly 








To explore psychosocial impacts of new ways of working and implications for 
employee well-being 
 
This cohort study sets out to examine the impact of new ways of working on the health 
and wellbeing of employees. It is expected that by following employees through the 
adaptation process insight into employee attitudes and beliefs towards new ways of 
working and towards factors that can support or erode their resilience in adjustment to 
the change can be understood.  The qualitative data collected within this cohort study, 
which will be conducted in parallel with Study 1, will be analysed as a case study, but 
will also contribute to the development of the resilience psychometric measure. 
 
4.2 Operational objectives 
 
1. Gather qualitative data at the time (T1)  when pending organizational changes 
are first announced to employees, in order to measure employee beliefs and 
attitudes towards the implementation of ‘new ways of working’, early on in the 
change process.  
2. Follow employees through the change process (6 months in (T2) and 12 
months in (T3) with individual interviews and focus groups.  
3. Use product of (1) & (2) to inform our understanding of how adaptation 
unfolds between the early stages and later stages of implementing changes (hot 
desking; home working etc).  
4. Use product of (1) & (2) to explore factors that can support or erode resilience 
in adjustment to the change and to inform development of resilience 
psychometric measure.   
 




5.1 Focus groups & interviews 
 
All Participants involved will be employees from **** City Council; all will be over 
the age of 18. Recruitment will be via email, asking LA employees if they would like 
volunteer to be involved in focus groups/interviews.   The allocation of respondents to 
either one-to-one interviews or focus groups will depend on the job grades being 
targeted. Focus groups will be principally formed from cohorts of individuals working 
at a common grade and /or department. One-to one interviews will be conducted with 
employees of a more senior position. Table 1 represents a breakdown of the target 
sample required.  
 
Table1. Sample Characteristics 
Job Grade Type of Interaction 
Senior Management Interviews 
Line(Team) Managers Interviews/Focus Group 
Trade Union Representatives Interviews 




Participants will be employees working for LA, over the age of 18 years.  An email 
will be sent out across all LA asking staff if they would like to volunteer to complete 
the resilience survey.  
 
6. Consent and participant information arrangements debriefing 
 
Participants will be provided with a consent form prior to taking part in the study and 
will be fully debriefed after the focus groups are completed. The consent form 
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(Appendix 1 & 2) will detail an abridged version of the aims of the study so as not to 
influence participant responses. The consent form will also assure participants that 
their participation is entirely voluntary, they have the right to withdraw at any time for 
any reason and that any data collected will be kept confidential with no personal 
details attached to their responses. The debrief form (Appendix 3) will detail the full 
nature of the study and invite questions from the participant and provide details of 




The principal ethical issues in this study will relate to voluntariness of participation 
and maintaining anonymity of respondents. It is possible that participants may have 
concerns about their privacy, and any personal information being used for other 
purposes.  
 
6.1 Qualitative phase – Focus groups/Interviews 
 
Recruitment- All participants will be volunteers. An email will be sent to a sample of 
staff setting out the background, aims and objectives of the study.  The email will 
emphasise the voluntarily nature of participation and will ask those who are interested 
in the research to contact the researcher via email.  It will be emphasised that they are 
under no obligation to participate and may withdraw at any time in the process.  All 
participants will be informed of the purpose of the study and the fact that data is being 
gathered for research purposes only. Participants will be ensured that their name won’t 
be attached to their data and that no-one outside of the investigation will view their 
responses 
 
Data gathering & storage - Data will be gathered in the form of audio recordings.  
Data collection and storage will be in compliance with the Data Protection Act 1998.  
All personal data being used for research will be held securely (University servers) and 
access will be restricted to the staff and students engaged in the research. Additionally, 
this project will take into account the NHS Good Practice Guidelines for the conduct 
of psychological research; if the research is to be published, most scientific journals 
require original data (including videos and transcripts) to be kept for 5 years. If it is not 
to be published then the data should be kept for 1 year.  
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Protection of anonymity - No data or personal details will be made available to any 
third party (notably managers and other staff) in any attributable form.  All participants 
will be given written assurance of their confidentiality prior to data gathering.  The 
researcher will ensure that the results of the research will be anonymised when 
published and that no information published will enable the data subject to be 
identified. 
 
Feedback - All participants to be debriefed after each session and to be given access to 
findings via a web-address on University of Bath (UoB) website.  
 
6.2 Quantitative phase-Survey  
 
Recruitment- Participants will be recruited via email; an email will be sent out across 
LA describing the nature of the study and providing a link to where they can access the 
survey on UoB webpage. The email will emphasise the voluntarily nature of 
participation; it will be emphasised that they are under no obligation to participate and 
may withdraw at any time in the process.  All participants will be informed of the 
purpose of the study and the fact that data is being gathered for research purposes only. 
 
Data gathering & storage - Data will be gathered in the form of questionnaires.  
Data collection and storage will be in compliance with the Data Protection Act 1998.  
All personal data being used for research will be held securely (University servers) and 
access will be restricted to the staff and students engaged in the research.  
   
Protection of anonymity - No data or personal details will be made available to any 
third party (notably LA managers and other staff members) in any attributable form.  
Participants will be given written assurance that their personal details will remain 
confidential prior to data gathering.  The researcher will ensure that the results of the 
research will be anonymised when published and that any information published will 




Feedback - All participants to be given a debrief form after completing the 
questionnaire and will be provided with a link and email they can contact if they wish 
to be given access to findings of the study.   
 
7.0 Estimated start and duration 
Qualitative data to commence in April/May 2013  
Quantitative data to commence in Autumn 2013-2015. 
This study will aim to begin research upon ethical approval and it is estimate that data 




Focus Groups/Interview Consent Form 
 
Names of researchers: Dr Andrew Weyman & Dina Themistocleous 
Names of supervisors: Dr Andrew Weyman 
Purpose of data collection: PhD  
Supervisor Contact details: a.weyman@bath.ac.uk 
 
What is the Research? 
 
You have been asked to take part in a research study that aims to understand 
employees’ perspective of the current organisational change. The purpose of this study 




This discussion is voluntary—you do not have to take part if you do not want to. 
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If any questions make you feel uncomfortable, you do not have to answer them.  
You may leave the group at any time for any reason. 
 
Risks, Discomforts and Benefits 
 
We do not think there are any risks associated with this study, and you are unlikely to 
suffer any undue discomfort during the discussion. Benefits of the study include the 
chance to express your beliefs and attitudes towards the current organizational 
changes.   
 
Confidentiality 
The data from the focus groups/interviews will be fully anonymised. Your name will 
not be used in any report that is published. The discussion will be kept strictly 
confidential and it will not be possible to identify individuals. The raw data will be 
owned by the University of Bath, and will be collected and stored in accordance with 




I have been told that the discussion will be tape recorded only if all participants agree.  
 









Participation statement  
 
By signing below, you are agreeing that: (1) you have read and understood the 
Participant Information Sheet, (2) questions about your participation in this study have 
been answered satisfactorily, (3) you are aware the discussion will be recorded (4) you 
are aware of the potential risks (if any), (5) you are taking part in this research study 
voluntarily, and (6) you can withdraw at any stage in the study. 
 
Signature: ______________________________________    
 Date: ______________________ 
 





Questionnaire Written Consent Form 
 
Names of researchers: Dr Andrew Weyman & Dina Themistocleous 
Names of supervisors: Dr Andrew Weyman 
Purpose of data collection: PhD  
Supervisor Contact details: a.weyman@bath.ac.uk 
 
Description of procedure 
If you agree to participate you will be asked to complete a short questionnaire 
regarding organisational factors that impact resilience, which should take no longer 
than 20-25 minutes to complete. Thinking about your job, please rate the individual 




Please read the statements below and then sign and date the form if you consent 
to participate. 
 
 All completed questionnaires will be stored securely and not seen by anyone 
outside the investigation. 
 All responses will be confidential. 
 No personally identifiable information will be used or attached to your 
questionnaire responses. 
 Your participation is entirely voluntary. 
 You have the right to withdraw from the investigation at any time and for any 
reason, without penalty. 
 
 
If you have any questions about the above, please ask before you sign below. 
 
Participation statement  
 
By signing below, you are agreeing that: (1) you have read and understood the 
Participant Information Sheet, (2) questions about your participation in this study have 
been answered satisfactorily, (3) you are aware of the potential risks (if any), (4) you 
are taking part in this research study voluntarily, and (5) you can withdraw at any stage 
in the study. 
 
Signature: ______________________________________    
 Date: ______________________ 
 









Name of project: Resilience in a constant world of change - An employee perspective 
on workplace change 
Names of researchers: Dr. Andrew Weyman & Dina Themistocleous   
Contact details: a.weyman@bath.ac.uk, d.themistocleous@bath.ac.uk 
 
Thank you for participating as a research participant in the present study investigating 
employee perspectives on what work/organisational variables impact employee 
resilience. This study aims to understand the organisational factors that can either 
enhance or erode employee resilience. Identifying such factors will allow for 
prevention/mitigation of any negative impacts on staff. 
 
Current questions regarding the study 
If you have any questions regarding the nature of the study you may ask one of the 
researchers now. 
Further questions  
If you have any further questions regarding the study that have not been addressed you 
can contact Dr Andrew Weyman or Dina Themistocleous via e-mail 
(a.weyman@bath.ac.uk, D.themistocleous@bath.ac.uk). 
 
Summary of the results of the study 
If you would like a summary of the results of this study, feel free to contact the 
researchers for details for when and where results will be published.  
  
Personal issues 
If taking part in this study has caused any personal or emotional distress the 
Counselling Service at the LA offers a supportive and confidential environment for the 
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discussion of personal problems or difficulties. Please contact 
referrals.occupationalhealthandcounselling@*****.gov.uk 
 

































Researcher: Dina Themistocleous 
  
Please ensure you have carefully read the Participant Information Sheet. Once you 
have done 
this AND IF you have agree with the following statement please sign the consent form. 
 
Please read the following statement carefully: 
1. I understand that my participation is completely voluntary and that I am free to 
withdraw at any time without giving any reason. 
2. I give permission for any information I give to be securely stored at the 
University of Bath for 5 years after the study is completed. 
3. I agree to the study report quoting my verbal or written comments directly, as 
long as any quotations used are made anonymous. 
4. I have been given the opportunity to ask questions and have had any and all 
questions answered satisfactorily. 
5. I confirm that I have read and understand the information sheet for the above 
study. 
6. I agree to take part in the above study. 
___________________________________  _______________ 
Name of Researcher                                                    Date  
 
 
___________________________________  ______________  







Name of project: Exploring work related factors that enhance or erode employee 
resilience 
Names of researchers: Dr. Andrew Weyman & Dina Themistocleous   
Contact details: a.weyman@bath.ac.uk, d.themistocleous@bath.ac.uk 
 
Thank you for participating as a research participant in the present study investigating 
employee perspectives on what work/organisational variables impact employee 
resilience. This study aims to understand the organisational factors that can either 
enhance or erode employee resilience. Identifying such factors will allow for 
prevention/mitigation of any negative impacts on staff. 
 
Current questions regarding the study 
If you have any questions regarding the nature of the study you may ask one of the 
researchers now. 
Further questions  
If you have any further questions regarding the study that have not been addressed you 
can contact Dr Andrew Weyman or Dina Themistocleous via e-mail 
(a.weyman@bath.ac.uk, D.themistocleous@bath.ac.uk). 
Summary of the results of the study 
If you would like a summary of the results of this study, feel free to contact the 
researchers for details for when and where results will be published.  
 Personal issues 
If taking part in this study has caused any personal or emotional distress the 
Counselling Service at the LA offers a supportive and confidential environment for the 
discussion of personal problems or difficulties. Please contact 
referrals.occupationalhealthandcounselling@*****.gov.uk 
 





Interview question protocol- Organisational Change  
 
Researcher Introduction 
Introduce yourself and follow with something along the lines of “ I would like to thank  you for 
your time to come along and talk to me today. I am here to ask you about the organisational 
change you have been experiencing and how it is impacting your ability to do your job 
properly. I would like to assure you that there are no right or wrong answers in what we are 
going to discuss today, I am interested only in hearing about your personal experience of 
organisational change. Don’t worry if you feel as though your comments are vague, I would 
still like to hear them.  
Then provide participant with consent sheet and ask them to carefully read through statements 
and information relating to the study 
 
To start off ask participants what job role/ job title is within the organisation? 
 
1. Now I/we would like to hear a little about what it is like to work here? 
- What is the workload like /job demands? 
- Are there worries/uncertainty about your future here? 
- Do employees and senior managers have a good relationship? Between team manager 
and staff (Team spirit)? 
- Can you tell me about an experience/example that you think summarises what it 
generally feels like to work here? 
 
2. How would you describe your employer/ this organisation? 
-Would you describe your employer as caring / uncaring? 
-Do people feel valued? 
-How would you describe communication in this organisation - good / bad / 
indifferent? 
-Do people feel safe to speak- team vs senior management levels? 
- Do you trust your employer/organisation? 
-How does this organisation differ with previous organisations you have worked in? 
 
3. **** council is going through vast amounts of change- what has the process been 
like for you? 
-what are the biggest changes as you see them 
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- have the changes made sense/ in line with your job purpose or vision you have for 
the organisation? 
- What has gone well in the change process? 
- What have people found most challenging through the change process? 
 
4. If I had to ask you to characterise a healthy workforce what would describe it as? 
- What does being healthy at work mean to you as a person? 
- Mean for the organisation? 
- In your opinion who is responsible for supporting staff wellbeing? 
 
5. In your opinion, what are the biggest factors that impact LA staff wellbeing/ health? 
- What do you think helps support employees? 
- What do you think reduces resilience? the risks to..? (do these risks apply they to 
everyone) 
- Are there any long term vs short term influences 
- What do you think the implications for health and wellbeing might be? 
 
6. If you had the chance to give advice on how to support staff through change OR 
manage change, what advice/suggestions would you offer? 
 
7. There is a lot of focus in many organisations on sickness absence. 
-Is this the case here? Has it increased in recent times, decreased or stayed about the 
same? 
-Tell me about what happens when people take sickness absence - what do they have 
to do (a) short term (b) long terms 
- How would managers/ organisation react to you being off sick? 
- How do people feel able to take time off due to ill health (sick leave)? 
-Do people worry about their SA record? 
 
8. Can you tell me about a time you or someone you know came into work despite 
feeling unwell/ill? What were the key drivers/ motivated you to come into work? 
- What would happen to your workload if you were off sick/ Time pressure to finish 
work? 
- Relationship to colleagues 
- Perceived health status/ impact on your health? 
- As an individual what motivates to come into work while ill? 






































New ways of working and its impact on employee resilience  
Researcher: Dina Themistocleous 
  
Please ensure you have carefully read the Participant Information Sheet. Once you 
have done 
this AND IF you have agree with the following statement please sign the consent form. 
 
Please read the following statement carefully: 
1. I understand that my participation is completely voluntary and that I am free to 
withdraw at any time without giving any reason. 
2. I give permission for any information I give to be securely stored at the 
University of Bath for 5 years after the study is completed. 
3. I agree to the study report quoting my verbal or written comments directly, as 
long as any quotations used are made anonymous. 
4. I have been given the opportunity to ask questions and have had any and all 
questions answered satisfactorily. 
5. I confirm that I have read and understand the information sheet for the above 
study. 
6. I agree to take part in the above study. 
___________________________________  _______________ 
Name of Researcher                                                    Date  
 
 
___________________________________  ______________  






Appendix  G 
Debriefing Statement 
Name of project: Exploring work related factors that enhance or erode employee 
resilience 
Names of researchers: Dr. Andrew Weyman & Dina Themistocleous   
Contact details: a.weyman@bath.ac.uk, d.themistocleous@bath.ac.uk 
 
Thank you for participating as a research participant in the present study investigating 
employee experience of new ways of working. This study aims to understand how the 
move to flexible and boundaryless work conditions impact employee resilience at 
work.   
 
Current questions regarding the study 
If you have any questions regarding the nature of the study you may ask one of the 
researchers now. 
Further questions  
If you have any further questions regarding the study that have not been addressed you 
can contact Dr Andrew Weyman or Dina Themistocleous via e-mail 
(a.weyman@bath.ac.uk, D.themistocleous@bath.ac.uk). 
 
Summary of the results of the study 
If you would like a summary of the results of this study, feel free to contact the 
researchers for details for when and where results will be published.  
 Personal issues 
If taking part in this study has caused any personal or emotional distress the 
Counselling Service at the LA offers a supportive and confidential environment for the 





Thank you for your participation. 
Appendix H 
 
Interview question protocol- New ways of working and its impact on employee 
resilience    
 
Researcher Introduction 
Introduce yourself and follow with something along the lines of “ I would like to thank  you for 
your time to come along and talk to me today. I am here to ask you about the introduction of 
flexible work conditions experiencing and how it is impacting your ability to do your job 
properly. I would like to assure you that there are no right or wrong answers in what we are 
going to discuss today, I am interested only in hearing about your personal experience of the 
change in work conditions. Do not worry if you feel as though your comments are vague, I 
would still like to hear them.  
Then provide participant with consent sheet and ask them to carefully read through statements 
and information relating to the study 
 
To start off ask participants what job role/ job title is within the organisation? 
 
1. The council is going through vast amounts of change in relation to the way people 
work 
-what has the process of the introduction of NWoW been like for you 
-what are the biggest changes as you see them 
- have the changes made sense/ in line with your job purpose  
2. Tell me what a normal day is like for you now that you work flexibly? 
3. Are there technological advances in place to aid NWoW? 
4. What are the benefits of working flexibly? 
5. What are the drawbacks? 







Detailed job description breakdown for study one and five 
Study one 
Job Description  Number of Participants  
Trade union representative 2 
Occupational Health Counsellor 1 
Housing  Advisor 2 
Strategic housing Manager 1 
Allotments Officer 1 
Museum Learning Officer 1 
HR Manager 1 
Public Health Officer  1 
Social Worker  1 
Communications Officer 1 
Urban Design Manager 1 
Pollution Control Officer 1 
Litigation Officer 1 
Operational mental health Manager  1 
Internal communications officer 1 
Childrens Commissioning Manager 1 
Community Development Officer  1 
Safeguarding adult care Manager 1 
 
Study five  
Job Description  Number of Participants  
Public Health Officer 1 
Public Health Manager 1 
Social Worker  1 
Pollution Control Officer 1 
Litigation Officer  1 
Environmental Health Manager 1 
Children’s commissioning Manager 1 
Business support Manager 1 
Legal services Manager 1 
Agile work implementation officer 1 
Social Work Manager  1 
Social Care Officer  1 
Corporate Finance Officer  1 
Housing Officer  1 
Housing Advisor 1 







Breakdown of Directorates participants were recruited from. 
 
Children and Young People's Services (CYPS) 
Includes: Statutory responsibility for Learning, Achievement and Schools; Access 
Engagement and Skills; Health Partnership and Commissioning; and Safeguarding and 
Specialist Services. 
 
Corporate Services (CS) 
Includes: Finance (including Corporate Finance, Performance, Corporate Property and 
Internal Audit), HR and Shared Transactional Services (STS), Legal Services 
(including 
Democratic Services and Scrutiny), ICT, Integrated Customer Services (including 
Customer 
Contact Centre and Revenues & Benefits), and Corporate Commissioning and 
Procurement. 
 
Health and Social Care (HSC) 
Includes: Commissioning (Statutory) of all adult social care, Safeguarding, supporting 
people and promoting independent living. 
 
Neighbourhoods and City Development (NCD) 
Includes: Safer ***** (including YOTs), Housing, Community Development, Street 
Scene, 
Parks and Open Spaces (including cemeteries and crematoria), Major Projects, 
Neighbourhood Enforcement (including Trading Standards), Environmental Health, 
Waste 
and Recycling, Licensing, Planning Services, Strategic Highways Transport, Libraries, 
Museums, Galleries and Archives as well as Leisure and Sport. 
 
Public Health 
Includes: Director of Public Health, Health Strategy (Health and Wellbeing Board, 
Joint 
Strategic Needs Assessment and Joint Health and Wellbeing Strategy, HealthWatch 










Initial codes and sub themes for study five example extracts  
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Theme  Sub Theme Initial codes  Extracts quotes from 

































Work identity lost  
Human Capital  
Productive when 












Work is more than 
the job  
Need for social 
interaction 
Social aspects of 








Unsettling nature of 




network to avoid 
isolation  
Isolation of new 
comers  
“I am not happy in my 
work anymore and 
that is because I don’t 
have that identity of 
familiarity with my 
team…It feels like you 
are living in a virtual 
world and to think that 
as an organisation 
people are your 
biggest resource and 
people work best 
when they feel 
interconnected then 
are you actually 
getting the best out of 
the workforce?” 
 
“I understand I am in a 
professional role and 
you have to make 
customers and 
colleagues happy but I 
find it strange when 
people have the 
mentality that you just 
go to work to work. 
We are human after 
all and you need those 
social interactions. 
You don’t know what 
home life is like for 
some the social part of 
work is important.” 
 
 
“This utter flexibility 
is unsettling I feel like 
a free floater but what 
I often do is call up 
with people I have met 
over the years and see 
where they are going 
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to be so I don’t feel so 
isolated but I think 
what if you are new 
you would be 
completely 
abandoned with no 


























Final coding framework and definitions for Study One  
Occupational/Job Structure  
Theme relates to the employees’ perception that they are able to 
balance work life in terms of the length of working day and the amount 
of work they have to do. It also includes the degree to which they 




Does the value an employee places on their work/ 
pride in the job buffer the effects of any perceived 




Do employees feel they can cope with the amount of 
work and the work hours they have at work?  
Team Cohesion 
Theme relates to employee perceptions regarding team relationships and a sense 
of support from their colleagues 
Enabling Leaders 
Theme relates to the quality of the relationship between the employee and their 
manager. Positive role models occur where employees feel that their wellbeing is a 
priority and no unrealistic expectations are placed on them.  
Model Leaders  
 
Does management expect employees to model their 
behaviour in relation to working long hours and time taken 
off sick? Do employees feel pressured to replicate their 
manager’s attitude towards sickness absence and a culture of 






Do employees feel supported by their managers? 
Specifically, do employees feel their manager’s care about 
their wellbeing and are managers actually equipped to 
manage people? 
Organisational Commitment to learning and efficiency   
Theme relates to systems that are in place to promote efficiency and learning. Are 
employees provided with the training opportunities? Are the right 
procedures/rules/ regulations are in place to make the job as efficient as possible 
alongside the right equipment/ technology to support this efficiency.  
Investment in staff/ 
training and 
development   
 
Does the organisation invest in its employees in a way that 
employees feel supported? Are employees offered training 
opportunities that are meaningful to them and their job? 
Operating procedures 
and structures  
 
Do employees feel that way work is configured both in terms 
of the physical environment and the rules and regulations 
enhance their working lives? 
Communication  
Theme relates to the employee’s perception that they are appropriately 
communicated with. One of the main facet is the degree of transparency 
employees perceive the communication to be about what is going on within the 
organisation. Additionally, the degree of involvement employees feel like they 
have in the change process.   
Transparency and 
Openness  
Do employees feel they are being taken along the change 
journey and communicated to openly and transparently.  
Participative Decision 
Making  
Do employees feel they are trusted by management to be 






degree do employees feel frustrated that they are not listened 
to by management? Are employees encouraged to get 
involved in important decisions and aspects of working life 
and organisational change? 
Organisational Fairness and Appreciation  
Theme relates to the employee’s perception of feeling they are being treated in the 
same way compared to others and an equal opportunity is open to all? Do 
employees feel that their skills are evaluated and valued in a fair way? 
 
Final coding framework and definitions for study five  
Blurred home/work boundaries  
Theme relates to the blurring of boundaries from work into non-work life and the 
degree to which work interferes with ones home life 
Free from home life 
burdens  
Can employees meet personal needs, and family 
responsibilities such as caring duties? Do they incur any 
other costs from location flexibility? 
Working hours  Do employees have a sufficient balance between Work 
and Home Life in relation to hours worked and travel 
time?  
Workplace Health 
Theme relates to new trends in health concerns and how Health and wellbeing 
can be managed in the context of flexible work conditions. 
Management of 
workplace health  
 
Are managers equipped to dealing with wellbeing issues 




New workplace health 
concerns  
Does working at any time and from anywhere come with 
new occupational health concerns? 
Professional Network 
Themes relates to informal learning, mentoring and informal networking that 
employees view as essential for performance at work 
Network for 
collaboration 
Do employees feel they can maintain team identity in 
NWoW? Does complete work become more challenging 
when teams are no longer located together? 
Informal Learning  Is the way work is organised in relation to the workspace 
efficient to promote collaboration and learning? 
Flexible conditions as a privilege  
Theme relates to increased control in when and how to work that comes with 
NWoW. It also relates to the notion if employees would consent to NWoW on 
their own or if they feel forced to utilise flexible work practices.   
Autonomy Do employees feel they have autonomy over when, 




Do employees feel that way work is configured enhance 
their working lives and their personal lives? 
Social Connectivity 




Do employees feel they have good working relationships, 




Sense of community  Do employees often feel isolated or feel a sense of 




































This survey aims to quantify what aspects of work have an impact on employee well-
being and ability to work effectively. 
 
Before you complete the survey, please read the following: 
1. You are a volunteer and do not have to complete the survey. 
2. If you decide at any point that you no longer want to continue with the survey you can 
simply 
shut down the browser and your answers will not be submitted. Answers will only be 
submitted 
once you finish the entire survey. 
3. Your responses are confidential - there is no way that your answers can be traced back to 
you 
and you do not need to enter your name at any point during the survey. 
4. All responses are optional, but it would be helpful if you try to respond to all statements 
 
 
The survey should take you approximately 20 minutes to complete. You save 








Please note your answers are anonymous and individual responses will be kept confidential. 
Additionally, all data collected in this survey will be held anonymously and securely on University 
of Bath servers. 
 





Demographic Information  
 
 












5. What is your age?  
 
 
 18 - 24 
 
 25 - 34 
 
 35 - 44 
 
 45 - 54 
 
 55 - 64 
 
 65 - 69 
 














 Shift work 
 
 Working from home 
 
 Job sharing 
 












 Business Change 
 















5. Which best describes your job function?  
 
 
 Senior management 
 
 Middle management 
 
 Supervisor/line manager 
 
 Public facing front line staff 
 
 Office based front line staff 
 
 Administrative staff 
 
















6. How long have you worked at your organisation?  
 
 
 less than 1 year 
 
 1-3 years 
 
 4-10 years 
 
 11-20 years 
 











This survey contains a number of statements in a randomised order about common work 
experiences. When responding to these statements, please keep the following in mind: 
 
Answer based on your own personal experiences in your current job. 
 
Choose the answer that is true most of the time. 
 
This survey is concerned with your thoughts, opinions and feelings. If you are unsure of an answer, 
please select the option that you believe is most likely to be true. 
 
These statements use the terms 'employee', 'staff', 'manager', 'management', 'organisation' and 
'supervisor', however your workplace may use different language to describe these roles. Please respond 
keeping in mind the terms appropriate for your workplace e.g. 'manager' might represent your 
supervisor or line manager in your team. 
 
While all questions are optional a greater response on all questions will enable further research to be 
carried out with a greater sense of reliability. Please indicate whether you strongly agree, moderately 








7. I feel the work I do makes a difference  
 
 
 Strongly agree          Moderately agree        Mildly agree 
 







8. I feel a strong attachment to what my team is trying to achieve  
 
 
 Strongly agree          Moderately agree        Mildly agree 
 





9. My supervisor encourages me to develop new competencies and skills  
 
 
 Strongly agree          Moderately agree        Mildly agree 
 







10. I am proud to tell others that I am a part of this organisation  
 
 
 Strongly agree          Moderately agree        Mildly agree 
 







11. I often spend time thinking about work when I am at home  
 
 
 Strongly agree          Moderately agree        Mildly agree 
 







12. I feel a strong attachment to this organisation  
 
 
 Strongly agree          Moderately agree        Mildly agree 
 







13. I often work more hours than I am paid for  
 
 
 Strongly agree          Moderately agree        Mildly agree 
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14. There is a high level of trust between the people in my team  
 
 
 Strongly agree          Moderately agree        Mildly agree 
 







15. I feel under pressure to work long hours  
 
 
 Strongly agree          Moderately agree        Mildly agree 
 







16. I feel my work is socially important  
 
 
 Strongly agree          Moderately agree        Mildly agree 
 












 Strongly agree          Moderately agree        Mildly agree 
 











 Strongly agree          Moderately agree        Mildly agree 
 







19. I am informed about important changes at work in a timely manner  
 
 
 Strongly agree          Moderately agree        Mildly agree 
 







20. There is a strong sense of teamwork in my department  
 
 
 Strongly agree          Moderately agree        Mildly agree 
 











 Strongly agree          Moderately agree        Mildly agree 
 







22. People in this organisation always know what is going on  
 
 
 Strongly agree          Moderately agree        Mildly agree 
 








23. My colleagues are willing to listen to my work-related problems  
 
 
 Strongly agree          Moderately agree        Mildly agree 
 







24. There is a strong emphasis on staff development in this organisation  
 
 
 Strongly agree          Moderately agree        Mildly agree 
 











 Strongly agree          Moderately agree        Mildly agree 
 







26. I am informed of important changes that may impact how my work is done  
 
 
 Strongly agree          Moderately agree        Mildly agree 
 







27. I can usually rely on other members of my team for help when I need it  
 
 
 Strongly agree          Moderately agree        Mildly agree 
 






28. This organisation provides me with all the information needed to do my job properly  
 
 
 Strongly agree          Moderately agree        Mildly agree 
 







29. This organisation provides clear, effective communication  
 
 
 Strongly agree          Moderately agree        Mildly agree 
 













30. Staff are respected in this organisation  
 
 
 Strongly agree          Moderately agree        Mildly agree 
 







31. I can always rely on my supervisor to defend me if things go wrong  
 
 
 Strongly agree          Moderately agree        Mildly agree 
 







32. This organisation appreciates employees who go the extra mile  
 
 
 Strongly agree          Moderately agree        Mildly agree 
 







33. People in my team trust our manager  
 
 
 Strongly agree          Moderately agree        Mildly agree 
 







34. Dedication and hard work is never recognised in this organisation  
 
 
 Strongly agree          Moderately agree        Mildly agree 
 





35. I trust this organisation to do what is right for its employees  
 
 
 Strongly agree          Moderately agree        Mildly agree 
 







36. The decisions management make about employees are usually fair  
 
 
 Strongly agree          Moderately agree        Mildly agree 
 







37. The staff appraisal system is fair and just  
 
 
 Strongly agree          Moderately agree        Mildly agree 
 







38. My manager provides me with support regarding work related problems  
 
 
 Strongly agree          Moderately agree        Mildly agree 
 







39. Staff are treated fairly regardless of their position at work  
 
 

















 Strongly agree          Moderately agree        Mildly agree 
 







41. My manager cares about my emotional well-being  
 
 
 Strongly agree          Moderately agree        Mildly agree 
 







42. I have a clear understanding of my responsibilities at work  
 
 
 Strongly agree          Moderately agree        Mildly agree 
 







43. My supervisor recognises my contributions through supportive feedback  
 
 
 Strongly agree          Moderately agree        Mildly agree 
 











 Strongly agree          Moderately agree        Mildly agree 
 







45. In my job, I know what is expected of me  
 
 
 Strongly agree          Moderately agree        Mildly agree 
 







46. Staff are rarely involved in important decisions regarding the work they do  
 
 
 Strongly agree          Moderately agree        Mildly agree 
 







47. This organisation is committed to minimizing unnecessary stress at work  
 
 
 Strongly agree          Moderately agree        Mildly agree 
 







48. This organisation supports its staff  
 
 
 Strongly agree          Moderately agree        Mildly agree 
 











 Strongly agree          Moderately agree        Mildly agree 
 







50. Senior management are primarily concerned with employess' needs and wants  
 
 
 Strongly agree          Moderately agree        Mildly agree 
 







51. This organisation makes and effort to create a trusting and supportive environment  
 
 
 Strongly agree          Moderately agree        Mildly agree 
 














Thank you for completing the survey. Your time is greatly appreciated. 
 
If you have any questions or comments please do not hesitate to contact the researcher at 
dt250@bath.ac.uk. 
 
If taking part in this study has caused any personal or emotional distress please contact ***** City 









N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 
Deviation Variance Skewness Kurtosis 





I feel the work I do 
makes a difference 
146 1 6 2.00 1.034 1.070 1.351 .081 2.537 .162 
I feel a strong 
attachment to what 
my team is trying to 
achieve 
146 1 6 2.05 1.227 1.505 1.404 .081 1.738 .162 
My supervisor 




146 1 6 2.86 1.549 2.401 .714 .081 -.473 .163 
I am proud to tell 
others that I am a 
part of this 
organisation 
146 1 6 3.01 1.471 2.165 .440 .081 -.668 .162 
I feel a strong 
attachment to this 
organisation 
146 1 6 3.12 1.503 2.260 .504 .082 -.681 .163 
I have a high level 
of trust the people I 
work with in my 
team 
146 1 6 2.35 1.265 1.600 .977 .082 .551 .163 
I feel my work is 
socially important 
146 1 6 2.32 1.313 1.725 1.072 .082 .730 .163 
There is a genuine 
sense of 
cooperation 
between people I 
work with to reach 
common goals 
146 1 6 2.63 1.379 1.903 .797 .082 -.094 .163 
I am informed about 
important changes 
at work in a timely 
manner 
146 1 6 3.46 1.533 2.350 .305 .082 -1.015 .164 
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There is a strong 
sense of teamwork 
in my department 
146 1 6 2.86 1.493 2.228 .647 .082 -.546 .163 
This organisation 
always provides 
staff with the skills 
and expertise 
needed to the their 
job properly 
146 1 6 3.79 1.468 2.156 .007 .082 -1.030 .163 
People in this 
organisation always 
know what is going 
on 
146 1 6 4.31 1.375 1.891 -.311 .082 -1.010 .163 
My colleagues are 
willing to listen to 
my work-related 
problems 
146 1 6 2.40 1.259 1.586 .966 .082 .610 .163 
There is a strong 
emphasis on staff 
development in this 
organisation 
146 1 6 4.01 1.517 2.301 -.172 .082 -1.093 .163 
I have regular 
meetings with my 




146 1 6 3.42 1.702 2.895 .154 .082 -1.237 .163 
I am informed of 
important changes 
that may impact 
how my work is 
done 
146 1 6 3.36 1.518 2.303 .345 .082 -.970 .163 
I can usually rely on 
other members of 
my team for help 
when I need it 
146 1 6 2.18 1.197 1.433 1.148 .082 1.158 .163 
This organisation 
provides me with all 
the information 
needed to do my job 
properly 







146 1 6 4.01 1.473 2.170 -.096 .081 -1.149 .162 
Staff are respected 
in this organisation 
146 1 6 3.74 1.451 2.105 .062 .081 -1.070 .162 
I can always rely on 
my supervisor to 
defend me if things 
go wrong 
146 1 6 2.71 1.452 2.107 .807 .081 -.120 .163 
This organisation 
appreciates 
employees who go 
the extra mile 
146 1 6 3.92 1.470 2.161 -.083 .081 -1.039 .162 
People in my team 
trust our manager 
146 1 6 2.86 1.591 2.532 .664 .081 -.656 .162 
Dedication and hard 
work is never 
recognised in this 
organisation 
146 1 6 3.17 1.463 2.141 .194 .081 -.873 .162 
I trust this 
organisation to do 
what is right for its 
employees 




are usually fair 
146 1 6 3.91 1.339 1.792 .057 .081 -.972 .163 
The staff appraisal 
system is fair and 
just 
146 1 6 3.81 1.347 1.816 .141 .082 -.902 .163 
My manager 




146 1 6 2.62 1.414 2.001 .927 .082 .228 .163 
Staff are treated 
fairly regardless of 
their position at 
work 
146 1 6 3.45 1.546 2.389 .276 .081 -1.001 .163 
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My manager is 
interested in my 
viewpoint/ opinion 
on important issues 
relating to work 
146 1 6 2.60 1.403 1.968 .946 .082 .234 .163 
My manager cares 
about my emotional 
well-being 
146 1 6 2.69 1.500 2.250 .844 .082 -.136 .163 










146 1 6 2.78 1.466 2.150 .740 .082 -.253 .163 
This organisation is 
caring towards its 
staff 
146 1 6 3.90 1.453 2.113 -.015 .082 -1.052 .163 
In my job, I know 
what is expected of 
me 
146 1 6 2.23 1.263 1.596 1.267 .081 1.279 .163 
Staff are rarely 
involved in 
important decisions 
regarding the work 
they do 
146 1 6 2.97 1.405 1.974 .284 .081 -.840 .163 





146 1 6 4.16 1.451 2.105 -.279 .081 -1.011 .163 
This organisation 
supports its staff 
146 1 6 3.86 1.454 2.115 .030 .081 -1.086 .163 
I have a clear idea 
of the purpose of 
my job 










makes and effort to 
create a trusting and 
supportive 
environment 
146 1 6 4.08 1.408 1.983 -.133 .082 -1.064 .163 





































































1 I feel the work I do makes a 
difference 
.456 2.192 
I feel a strong attachment to 
what my team is trying to 
achieve 
.418 2.395 
My supervisor encourages me 
to develop new competencies 
and skills 
.335 2.983 
I am proud to tell others that I 
am a part of this organisation 
.348 2.875 
I feel a strong attachment to this 
organisation 
.387 2.582 
I have a high level of trust the 
people I work with in my team 
.450 2.222 
I feel my work is socially 
important 
.636 1.573 
There is a genuine sense of 
cooperation between people I 
work with to reach common 
goals 
.388 2.580 
I am informed about important 
changes at work in a timely 
manner 
.345 2.895 
There is a strong sense of 
teamwork in my department 
.364 2.750 
This organisation always 
provides staff with the skills 
and expertise needed to the 
their job properly 
.282 3.546 
People in this organisation 
always know what is going on 
.317 3.157 
My colleagues are willing to 





There is a strong emphasis on 
staff development in this 
organisation 
.314 3.180 
I have regular meetings with 
my manager to discuss my 
personal development/ training 
needs 
.417 2.396 
I am informed of important 
changes that may impact how 
my work is done 
.279 3.583 
I can usually rely on other 
members of my team for help 
when I need it 
.449 2.230 
This organisation provides me 
with all the information needed 
to do my job properly 
.268 3.730 
This organisation provides 
clear, effective communication 
.252 3.963 
Staff are respected in this 
organisation 
.254 3.940 
I can always rely on my 
supervisor to defend me if 
things go wrong 
.292 3.424 
This organisation appreciates 
employees who go the extra 
mile 
.425 2.351 
People in my team trust our 
manager 
.343 2.914 
Dedication and hard work is 
never recognised in this 
organisation 
.738 1.355 
I trust this organisation to do 
what is right for its employees 
.234 4.277 
The decisions management 
make about employees are 
usually fair 
.333 3.005 
The staff appraisal system is 
fair and just 
.466 2.148 
My manager provides me with 





Staff are treated fairly 
regardless of their position at 
work 
.368 2.714 
My manager is interested in my 
viewpoint/ opinion on 
important issues relating to 
work 
.270 3.710 
My manager cares about my 
emotional well-being 
.260 3.853 
I have a clear understanding of 
my responsibilities at work 
.311 3.219 




This organisation is caring 
towards its staff 
.225 5.251 
In my job, I know what is 
expected of me 
.259 3.867 
Staff are rarely involved in 
important decisions regarding 
the work they do 
.744 1.343 
This organisation is committed 
to minimizing unnecessary 
stress at work 
.316 3.164 
This organisation supports its 
staff 
.190 4.215 
I have a clear idea of the 
purpose of my job 
.334 2.990 
Senior management are 
primarily concerned with 
employess' needs and wants 
.366 2.732 
This organisation makes and 
effort to create a trusting and 
supportive environment 
.240 4.165 
a. Dependent Variable: I effectively collaborate with others to handle 

















1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I feel the work I do makes a 
difference 
-.022 -.041 -.014 -.018 .270 -.072 .640 
I feel a strong attachment to 
what my team is trying to 
achieve 
-.018 .030 .104 .084 .135 -.040 .610 
My supervisor encourages me 
to develop new competencies 
and skills 
-.141 .601 -.017 -.112 -.069 .270 .322 
I am proud to tell others that I 
am a part of this organisation 
.313 -.096 -.100 .058 -.081 .047 .644 
I often spend time thinking 
about work when I am at home 
-.049 .095 .558 -.078 -.064 .020 .231 
I feel a strong attachment to 
this organisation 
.333 -.115 .045 .090 -.071 -.037 .616 
I often work more hours than I 
am paid for 
.039 -.001 .812 -.002 .032 -.019 .016 
I have a high level of trust the 
people I work with in my team 
-.011 .109 .100 .726 -.059 -.188 .165 
I feel under pressure to work 
long hours 
-.080 -.072 .787 .046 -.003 -.015 -.004 
I feel my work is socially 
important 
-.007 .035 .124 -.004 .075 -.003 .475 
I regularly stay late, or take 
work home in order to get 
everything that I need to do 
done 
.034 .014 .909 -.038 .024 .072 -.052 
There is a genuine sense of 
cooperation between people I 
work with to reach common 
goals 
-.086 .060 -.001 .697 -.047 .068 .139 
I am informed about important 
changes at work in a timely 
manner 
.190 -.005 .087 .117 -.010 .685 -.193 
There is a strong sense of 
teamwork in my department 
.014 .079 -.004 .580 -.026 .146 .132 
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This organisation always 
provides staff with the skills 
and expertise needed to the 
their job properly 
.180 -.049 -.046 .005 .015 .611 .147 
People in this organisation 
always know what is going on 
.398 -.188 .098 .038 -.011 .620 -.045 
My colleagues are willing to 
listen to my work-related 
problems 
-.075 .179 -.063 .585 .043 .071 -.006 
There is a strong emphasis on 
staff development in this 
organisation 
.143 .104 -.013 -.043 -.082 .566 .192 
I have regular meetings with 
my manager to discuss my 
personal development/ training 
needs 
-.188 .468 -.019 -.165 -.057 .568 .117 
I am informed of important 
changes that may impact how 
my work is done 
.144 .091 .002 .028 .070 .688 -.125 
I can usually rely on other 
members of my team for help 
when I need it 
-.049 .019 -.091 .770 .068 .064 -.150 
This organisation provides me 
with all the information needed 
to do my job properly 
.230 -.097 -.065 .044 .143 .609 .022 
This organisation provides 
clear, effective communication 
.407 -.100 .005 .053 .023 .582 -.065 
Staff are respected in this 
organisation 
.757 -.018 -.028 .054 .009 .044 .098 
I can always rely on my 
supervisor to defend me if 
things go wrong 
.115 .769 .030 .128 -.007 -.068 -.082 
This organisation appreciates 
employees who go the extra 
mile 
.654 .005 -.006 .064 -.020 -.049 .157 
People in my team trust our 
manager 
.139 .693 .018 .119 -.064 -.006 -.049 
Dedication and hard work is 
never recognised in this 
organisation 
-.400 -.016 .085 .098 .007 .021 -.168 
I trust this organisation to do 
what is right for its employees 
.894 -.005 .035 -.034 -.041 .011 .034 
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The decisions management 
make about employees are 
usually fair 
.764 .084 .069 -.013 -.016 .034 -.046 
The staff appraisal system is 
fair and just 
.428 .223 -.034 -.050 .017 .149 .007 
My manager provides me with 
support regarding work related 
problems 
.029 .846 -.028 -.006 .048 .035 -.034 
Staff are treated fairly 
regardless of their position at 
work 
.551 .241 .006 -.027 .062 .110 -.069 
My manager is interested in my 
viewpoint/ opinion on 
important issues relating to 
work 
.068 .855 .049 .010 .056 -.037 -.072 
My manager cares about my 
emotional well-being 
.112 .851 -.023 .070 -.022 -.078 -.085 
I have a clear understanding of 
my responsibilities at work 
-.023 .082 .004 .033 .758 .066 .029 
My supervisor recognises my 
contributions through 
supportive feedback 
-.047 .790 -.002 .011 .059 .030 .064 
This organisation is caring 
towards its staff 
.907 .053 -.008 -.058 .044 -.101 .061 
In my job, I know what is 
expected of me 
.004 -.023 -.023 -.013 .867 .054 .067 
Staff are rarely involved in 
important decisions regarding 
the work they do 
-.327 -.044 -.020 .067 .062 -.087 -.110 
This organisation is committed 
to minimizing unnecessary 
stress at work 
.833 -.003 -.052 -.012 .057 -.035 -.105 
This organisation supports its 
staff 
.922 .048 -.035 -.065 .040 -.076 .012 
I have a clear idea of the 
purpose of my job 
.001 .004 .030 -.019 .803 -.065 .187 
Senior management are 
primarily concerned with 
employess' needs and wants 
.759 -.033 .031 -.035 -.081 .117 -.003 
This organisation makes and 
effort to create a trusting and 
supportive environment 
.848 .041 .002 .027 -.009 .002 -.038 
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Extraction Method: Maximum Likelihood.  
 Rotation Method: Promax with Kaiser Normalization.a 






























Total Variance Explained 
Factor 




Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total 
1 11.596 38.655 38.655 11.195 37.315 37.315 8.468 
2 3.475 11.585 50.240 3.083 10.275 47.590 7.748 
3 2.390 7.967 58.207 2.045 6.816 54.406 7.614 
4 1.435 4.782 62.989 1.074 3.581 57.988 2.876 
5 1.128 3.762 66.750 .690 2.301 60.289 7.516 
6 1.002 3.341 70.091 .650 2.165 62.454 8.396 
7 .786 2.620 72.711     
8 .643 2.143 74.854     
9 .599 1.996 76.850     
10 .547 1.824 78.674     
11 .505 1.684 80.358     
12 .487 1.623 81.981     
13 .441 1.469 83.450     
14 .420 1.401 84.850     
15 .393 1.309 86.159     
16 .377 1.257 87.416     
17 .364 1.213 88.629     
18 .351 1.171 89.800     
19 .331 1.104 90.904     
20 .312 1.042 91.945     
21 .300 1.001 92.946     
22 .286 .953 93.899     
23 .269 .896 94.795     
24 .253 .845 95.640     
25 .248 .827 96.467     
26 .242 .805 97.272     
27 .230 .766 98.038     
28 .224 .747 98.785     
29 .201 .669 99.453     
30 .164 .547 100.000     
Extraction Method: Maximum Likelihood. 








1 2 3 4 5 6 
I feel the work I do makes a difference     .551  
I feel a strong attachment to what my team is trying to achieve     .537  
I am proud to tell others that I am a part of this organisation     .838  
I feel a strong attachment to this organisation     .842  
I have a high level of trust the people I work with in my team   .755    
I feel my work is socially important       
There is a genuine sense of cooperation between people I work with to reach 
common goals 
  .670    
I am informed about important changes at work in a timely manner      .775 
There is a strong sense of teamwork in my department       
This organisation always provides staff with the skills and expertise needed to the 
their job properly 
      
People in this organisation always know what is going on      .600 
My colleagues are willing to listen to my work-related problems   .605    
I am informed of important changes that may impact how my work is done      .828 
I can usually rely on other members of my team for help when I need it   .864    
This organisation provides me with all the information needed to do my job properly      .620 
Staff are respected in this organisation .649      
I can always rely on my supervisor to defend me if things go wrong  .799     
This organisation appreciates employees who go the extra mile .600      
People in my team trust our manager  .714     
The decisions management make about employees are usually fair .674      
My manager is interested in my viewpoint/ opinion on important issues relating to 
work 
 .893     
My manager cares about my emotional well-being  .881     
My supervisor recognises my contributions through supportive feedback  .802     
This organisation is committed to minimizing unnecessary stress at work .944      
This organisation supports its staff .974      
Senior management are primarily concerned with employess' needs and wants .707      
I often work more hours than I am paid for    .774   
I feel under pressure to work long hours    .792   
I often spend time thinking about work when I am at home    .545   
I regularly stay late, or take work home in order to get everything that I need to do 
done 
   .930   
Extraction Method: Maximum Likelihood.  









Employee Resilience Scale (EmpRes)  
 
The EmpRes Scale has nine items and uses a 5-point response scale from 1= 
almost never to 5 =almost always.  
 
Items: 
1. I effectively collaborate with others to handle challenges at work 
2. I successfully manage a high workload for long periods of time 
3. I resolve crises competently at work 
4. I effectively respond to feedback, even criticism 
5. I re-evaluate my performance and continually improve the way I do my work 
6. I approach managers when I need their support 
7. I learn from mistakes at work and improve the way I do my job 
8. I use change at work as an opportunity for growth 













Output form Mplus 5 factor model  
Mplus VERSION 7.31 
 
  DATA: 
    FILE = __000001.dat ; 
  VARIABLE: 
    NAMES = 
      Q7 Q8 Q10 Q12 Q11 Q13 Q15 Q17 Q14 Q18 Q23 Q27 Q31 Q33 Q40 Q41 Q43 
  Q30 Q32 Q36 Q47 Q48 Q50 ; 
    MISSING ARE ALL (-9999) ; 
    CATEGORICAL = 
      Q7 
      Q8 
      Q10 
      Q12 
      Q11 
      Q13 
      Q15 
      Q17 
      Q14 
      Q18 
      Q23 
      Q27 
      Q31 
      Q33 
      Q40 
      Q41 
      Q43 
      Q30 
      Q32 
      Q36 
      Q47 
      Q48 
      Q50 
      ; 
  ANALYSIS: 
  estimator=WLSMV ; 
 
  OUTPUT: 
     STANDARDIZED ; 
     RESIDUAL ; 
  modindices(3.84)  ; 
 
  MODEL: 
  PM by Q7 Q8 Q10 Q12 ; 
  WLB by Q11 Q13 Q15 Q17  ; 
  TC by Q14 Q18 Q23 Q27 ; 
  MS by Q31 Q33 Q40 Q41 Q43 ; 









Number of groups                                                 1 
Number of observations                                         911 
 
Number of dependent variables                                   23 
Number of independent variables                                  0 
Number of continuous latent variables                            5 
 
Observed dependent variables 
 
  Binary and ordered categorical (ordinal) 
   Q7          Q8          Q10         Q12         Q11         Q13 
   Q15         Q17         Q14         Q18         Q23         Q27 
   Q31         Q33         Q40         Q41         Q43         Q30 
   Q32         Q36         Q47         Q48         Q50 
 
Continuous latent variables 
   PM          WLB         TC          MS          OVS 
 
 
Estimator                                                    WLSMV 
Maximum number of iterations                                  1000 
Convergence criterion                                    0.500D-04 
Maximum number of steepest descent iterations                   20 
Maximum number of iterations for H1                           2000 
Convergence criterion for H1                             0.100D-03 
Parameterization                                             DELTA 
 
Input data file(s) 
  __000001.dat 
 
Input data format  FREE 
 
 
SUMMARY OF DATA 
 
     Number of missing data patterns            55 
 
 
COVARIANCE COVERAGE OF DATA 
 









MODEL FIT INFORMATION 
 
Number of Free Parameters                      148 
 
Chi-Square Test of Model Fit 
 
          Value                           1701.848* 
436 
 
          Degrees of Freedom                   220 
          P-Value                           0.0000 
 
*   The chi-square value for MLM, MLMV, MLR, ULSMV, WLSM and WLSMV cannot be used 
    for chi-square difference testing in the regular way.  MLM, MLR and WLSM 
    chi-square difference testing is described on the Mplus website.  MLMV, WLSMV, 
    and ULSMV difference testing is done using the DIFFTEST option. 
 
RMSEA (Root Mean Square Error Of Approximation) 
 
          Estimate                           0.086 
          90 Percent C.I.                    0.082  0.090 




          CFI                                0.954 
          TLI                                0.947 
 
Chi-Square Test of Model Fit for the Baseline Model 
 
          Value                          32432.835 
          Degrees of Freedom                   253 
          P-Value                           0.0000 
 
WRMR (Weighted Root Mean Square Residual) 
 






                                                    Two-Tailed 
                    Estimate       S.E.  Est./S.E.    P-Value 
 
 PM       BY 
    Q7                 1.000      0.000    999.000    999.000 
    Q8                 1.223      0.054     22.603      0.000 
    Q10                1.364      0.057     23.823      0.000 
    Q12                1.265      0.055     22.983      0.000 
 
 WLB      BY 
    Q11                1.000      0.000    999.000    999.000 
    Q13                1.203      0.035     33.907      0.000 
    Q15                1.155      0.035     32.866      0.000 
    Q17                1.315      0.038     34.660      0.000 
 
 TC       BY 
    Q14                1.000      0.000    999.000    999.000 
    Q18                1.040      0.030     34.313      0.000 
    Q23                1.051      0.032     33.135      0.000 
    Q27                0.995      0.030     33.706      0.000 
 
 MS       BY 
    Q31                1.000      0.000    999.000    999.000 
    Q33                0.966      0.014     69.096      0.000 
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    Q40                1.014      0.014     70.151      0.000 
    Q41                1.006      0.014     73.636      0.000 
    Q43                0.967      0.014     68.439      0.000 
 
 OVS      BY 
    Q30                1.000      0.000    999.000    999.000 
    Q32                0.888      0.016     54.018      0.000 
    Q36                0.909      0.017     53.285      0.000 
    Q47                0.938      0.015     61.012      0.000 
    Q48                1.043      0.012     83.940      0.000 
    Q50                0.893      0.018     50.377      0.000 
 
 WLB      WITH 
    PM                -0.149      0.017     -8.971      0.000 
 
 TC       WITH 
    PM                 0.322      0.020     15.825      0.000 
    WLB               -0.052      0.019     -2.675      0.007 
 
 MS       WITH 
    PM                 0.274      0.021     13.287      0.000 
    WLB                0.021      0.021      0.979      0.328 
    TC                 0.496      0.021     23.936      0.000 
 
 OVS      WITH 
    PM                 0.352      0.021     16.795      0.000 
    WLB                0.064      0.022      2.895      0.004 
    TC                 0.366      0.022     16.812      0.000 
    MS                 0.461      0.020     22.568      0.000 
 
 Thresholds 
    Q7$1              -2.157      0.106    -20.447      0.000 
    Q7$2              -1.851      0.081    -22.716      0.000 
    Q7$3              -1.548      0.066    -23.445      0.000 
    Q7$4              -0.654      0.045    -14.499      0.000 
    Q7$5               0.357      0.043      8.363      0.000 
    Q8$1              -1.917      0.086    -22.363      0.000 
    Q8$2              -1.522      0.065    -23.449      0.000 
    Q8$3              -1.267      0.056    -22.469      0.000 
    Q8$4              -0.612      0.045    -13.713      0.000 
    Q8$5               0.218      0.042      5.179      0.000 
    Q10$1             -1.439      0.062    -23.286      0.000 
    Q10$2             -0.891      0.048    -18.467      0.000 
    Q10$3             -0.474      0.043    -10.918      0.000 
    Q10$4              0.254      0.042      6.040      0.000 
    Q10$5              0.954      0.049     19.349      0.000 
    Q12$1             -1.232      0.056    -22.157      0.000 
    Q12$2             -0.818      0.047    -17.303      0.000 
    Q12$3             -0.446      0.043    -10.296      0.000 
    Q12$4              0.279      0.042      6.592      0.000 
    Q12$5              1.126      0.053     21.256      0.000 
    Q11$1             -0.692      0.046    -15.201      0.000 
    Q11$2              0.025      0.042      0.599      0.549 
    Q11$3              0.713      0.046     15.582      0.000 
    Q11$4              0.923      0.049     18.899      0.000 
    Q11$5              1.297      0.057     22.634      0.000 
    Q13$1             -0.587      0.044    -13.199      0.000 
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    Q13$2             -0.105      0.042     -2.498      0.012 
    Q13$3              0.441      0.043     10.192      0.000 
    Q13$4              0.714      0.046     15.574      0.000 
    Q13$5              0.951      0.049     19.246      0.000 
    Q15$1             -1.167      0.054    -21.597      0.000 
    Q15$2             -0.577      0.044    -12.967      0.000 
    Q15$3              0.018      0.042      0.434      0.664 
    Q15$4              0.483      0.044     11.070      0.000 
    Q15$5              0.892      0.048     18.394      0.000 
    Q17$1             -0.928      0.049    -18.933      0.000 
    Q17$2             -0.376      0.043     -8.779      0.000 
    Q17$3              0.100      0.042      2.400      0.016 
    Q17$4              0.499      0.044     11.413      0.000 
    Q17$5              0.787      0.047     16.808      0.000 
    Q14$1             -1.896      0.085    -22.391      0.000 
    Q14$2             -1.434      0.062    -23.169      0.000 
    Q14$3             -1.007      0.051    -19.930      0.000 
    Q14$4             -0.306      0.043     -7.197      0.000 
    Q14$5              0.555      0.044     12.537      0.000 
    Q18$1             -1.675      0.072    -23.235      0.000 
    Q18$2             -1.150      0.054    -21.415      0.000 
    Q18$3             -0.757      0.047    -16.255      0.000 
    Q18$4             -0.125      0.042     -2.974      0.003 
    Q18$5              0.779      0.047     16.631      0.000 
    Q23$1             -1.864      0.083    -22.574      0.000 
    Q23$2             -1.404      0.061    -23.069      0.000 
    Q23$3             -1.030      0.051    -20.209      0.000 
    Q23$4             -0.251      0.042     -5.934      0.000 
    Q23$5              0.621      0.045     13.836      0.000 
    Q27$1             -1.988      0.091    -21.778      0.000 
    Q27$2             -1.592      0.068    -23.359      0.000 
    Q27$3             -1.190      0.055    -21.788      0.000 
    Q27$4             -0.455      0.043    -10.478      0.000 
    Q27$5              0.400      0.043      9.289      0.000 
    Q31$1             -1.445      0.062    -23.250      0.000 
    Q31$2             -1.062      0.052    -20.614      0.000 
    Q31$3             -0.759      0.046    -16.354      0.000 
    Q31$4             -0.036      0.042     -0.866      0.387 
    Q31$5              0.789      0.047     16.853      0.000 
    Q33$1             -1.241      0.056    -22.268      0.000 
    Q33$2             -0.889      0.048    -18.424      0.000 
    Q33$3             -0.538      0.044    -12.237      0.000 
    Q33$4             -0.028      0.042     -0.665      0.506 
    Q33$5              0.791      0.047     16.899      0.000 
    Q40$1             -1.516      0.065    -23.299      0.000 
    Q40$2             -1.155      0.054    -21.464      0.000 
    Q40$3             -0.862      0.048    -17.928      0.000 
    Q40$4             -0.156      0.042     -3.709      0.000 
    Q40$5              0.753      0.047     16.192      0.000 
    Q41$1             -1.357      0.059    -22.814      0.000 
    Q41$2             -1.046      0.051    -20.331      0.000 
    Q41$3             -0.770      0.047    -16.460      0.000 
    Q41$4             -0.069      0.042     -1.640      0.101 
    Q41$5              0.711      0.046     15.448      0.000 
    Q43$1             -1.403      0.061    -23.039      0.000 
    Q43$2             -1.048      0.051    -20.389      0.000 
    Q43$3             -0.678      0.046    -14.881      0.000 
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    Q43$4              0.014      0.042      0.334      0.738 
    Q43$5              0.831      0.048     17.460      0.000 
    Q30$1             -1.025      0.051    -20.216      0.000 
    Q30$2             -0.432      0.043    -10.011      0.000 
    Q30$3              0.078      0.042      1.862      0.063 
    Q30$4              0.710      0.046     15.519      0.000 
    Q30$5              1.766      0.076     23.094      0.000 
    Q32$1             -0.858      0.048    -17.964      0.000 
    Q32$2             -0.317      0.042     -7.467      0.000 
    Q32$3              0.194      0.042      4.618      0.000 
    Q32$4              0.878      0.048     18.265      0.000 
    Q32$5              1.728      0.074     23.233      0.000 
    Q36$1             -1.005      0.050    -19.953      0.000 
    Q36$2             -0.361      0.043     -8.439      0.000 
    Q36$3              0.142      0.042      3.395      0.001 
    Q36$4              1.067      0.052     20.667      0.000 
    Q36$5              2.078      0.098     21.130      0.000 
    Q47$1             -0.718      0.046    -15.638      0.000 
    Q47$2             -0.096      0.042     -2.298      0.022 
    Q47$3              0.345      0.043      8.079      0.000 
    Q47$4              1.056      0.051     20.541      0.000 
    Q47$5              1.865      0.083     22.604      0.000 
    Q48$1             -0.887      0.048    -18.360      0.000 
    Q48$2             -0.348      0.043     -8.145      0.000 
    Q48$3              0.093      0.042      2.232      0.026 
    Q48$4              0.879      0.048     18.240      0.000 
    Q48$5              1.820      0.080     22.832      0.000 
    Q50$1             -0.330      0.042     -7.760      0.000 
    Q50$2              0.249      0.042      5.908      0.000 
    Q50$3              0.785      0.047     16.820      0.000 
    Q50$4              1.455      0.062     23.328      0.000 
    Q50$5              2.373      0.130     18.248      0.000 
 
 Variances 
    PM                 0.414      0.032     12.910      0.000 
    WLB                0.488      0.027     17.812      0.000 
    TC                 0.601      0.027     22.045      0.000 
    MS                 0.769      0.017     45.030      0.000 
    OVS                0.783      0.016     49.632      0.000 
 
 





                                                    Two-Tailed 
                    Estimate       S.E.  Est./S.E.    P-Value 
 
 PM       BY 
    Q7                 0.644      0.025     25.820      0.000 
    Q8                 0.787      0.021     37.852      0.000 
    Q10                0.878      0.015     60.312      0.000 
    Q12                0.814      0.016     51.473      0.000 
 
 WLB      BY 
    Q11                0.698      0.020     35.624      0.000 
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    Q13                0.840      0.013     63.059      0.000 
    Q15                0.806      0.014     56.867      0.000 
    Q17                0.918      0.010     93.159      0.000 
 
 TC       BY 
    Q14                0.776      0.018     44.090      0.000 
    Q18                0.806      0.017     47.621      0.000 
    Q23                0.815      0.017     47.498      0.000 
    Q27                0.771      0.017     44.109      0.000 
 
 MS       BY 
    Q31                0.877      0.010     90.061      0.000 
    Q33                0.847      0.012     72.826      0.000 
    Q40                0.889      0.010     88.591      0.000 
    Q41                0.882      0.009     93.383      0.000 
    Q43                0.848      0.011     74.311      0.000 
 
 OVS      BY 
    Q30                0.885      0.009     99.264      0.000 
    Q32                0.786      0.015     53.371      0.000 
    Q36                0.804      0.014     57.055      0.000 
    Q47                0.830      0.012     67.819      0.000 
    Q48                0.923      0.008    115.863      0.000 
    Q50                0.791      0.015     51.665      0.000 
 
 WLB      WITH 
    PM                -0.332      0.032    -10.463      0.000 
 
 TC       WITH 
    PM                 0.644      0.022     28.867      0.000 
    WLB               -0.095      0.035     -2.702      0.007 
 
 MS       WITH 
    PM                 0.485      0.028     17.389      0.000 
    WLB                0.034      0.035      0.980      0.327 
    TC                 0.730      0.019     38.150      0.000 
 
 OVS      WITH 
    PM                 0.618      0.023     27.120      0.000 
    WLB                0.104      0.036      2.929      0.003 
    TC                 0.534      0.026     20.350      0.000 
    MS                 0.594      0.022     26.566      0.000 
 
 Thresholds 
    Q7$1              -2.157      0.106    -20.447      0.000 
    Q7$2              -1.851      0.081    -22.716      0.000 
    Q7$3              -1.548      0.066    -23.445      0.000 
    Q7$4              -0.654      0.045    -14.499      0.000 
    Q7$5               0.357      0.043      8.363      0.000 
    Q8$1              -1.917      0.086    -22.363      0.000 
    Q8$2              -1.522      0.065    -23.449      0.000 
    Q8$3              -1.267      0.056    -22.469      0.000 
    Q8$4              -0.612      0.045    -13.713      0.000 
    Q8$5               0.218      0.042      5.179      0.000 
    Q10$1             -1.439      0.062    -23.286      0.000 
    Q10$2             -0.891      0.048    -18.467      0.000 
    Q10$3             -0.474      0.043    -10.918      0.000 
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    Q10$4              0.254      0.042      6.040      0.000 
    Q10$5              0.954      0.049     19.349      0.000 
    Q12$1             -1.232      0.056    -22.157      0.000 
    Q12$2             -0.818      0.047    -17.303      0.000 
    Q12$3             -0.446      0.043    -10.296      0.000 
    Q12$4              0.279      0.042      6.592      0.000 
    Q12$5              1.126      0.053     21.256      0.000 
    Q11$1             -0.692      0.046    -15.201      0.000 
    Q11$2              0.025      0.042      0.599      0.549 
    Q11$3              0.713      0.046     15.582      0.000 
    Q11$4              0.923      0.049     18.899      0.000 
    Q11$5              1.297      0.057     22.634      0.000 
    Q13$1             -0.587      0.044    -13.199      0.000 
    Q13$2             -0.105      0.042     -2.498      0.012 
    Q13$3              0.441      0.043     10.192      0.000 
    Q13$4              0.714      0.046     15.574      0.000 
    Q13$5              0.951      0.049     19.246      0.000 
    Q15$1             -1.167      0.054    -21.597      0.000 
    Q15$2             -0.577      0.044    -12.967      0.000 
    Q15$3              0.018      0.042      0.434      0.664 
    Q15$4              0.483      0.044     11.070      0.000 
    Q15$5              0.892      0.048     18.394      0.000 
    Q17$1             -0.928      0.049    -18.933      0.000 
    Q17$2             -0.376      0.043     -8.779      0.000 
    Q17$3              0.100      0.042      2.400      0.016 
    Q17$4              0.499      0.044     11.413      0.000 
    Q17$5              0.787      0.047     16.808      0.000 
    Q14$1             -1.896      0.085    -22.391      0.000 
    Q14$2             -1.434      0.062    -23.169      0.000 
    Q14$3             -1.007      0.051    -19.930      0.000 
    Q14$4             -0.306      0.043     -7.197      0.000 
    Q14$5              0.555      0.044     12.537      0.000 
    Q18$1             -1.675      0.072    -23.235      0.000 
    Q18$2             -1.150      0.054    -21.415      0.000 
    Q18$3             -0.757      0.047    -16.255      0.000 
    Q18$4             -0.125      0.042     -2.974      0.003 
    Q18$5              0.779      0.047     16.631      0.000 
    Q23$1             -1.864      0.083    -22.574      0.000 
    Q23$2             -1.404      0.061    -23.069      0.000 
    Q23$3             -1.030      0.051    -20.209      0.000 
    Q23$4             -0.251      0.042     -5.934      0.000 
    Q23$5              0.621      0.045     13.836      0.000 
    Q27$1             -1.988      0.091    -21.778      0.000 
    Q27$2             -1.592      0.068    -23.359      0.000 
    Q27$3             -1.190      0.055    -21.788      0.000 
    Q27$4             -0.455      0.043    -10.478      0.000 
    Q27$5              0.400      0.043      9.289      0.000 
    Q31$1             -1.445      0.062    -23.250      0.000 
    Q31$2             -1.062      0.052    -20.614      0.000 
    Q31$3             -0.759      0.046    -16.354      0.000 
    Q31$4             -0.036      0.042     -0.866      0.387 
    Q31$5              0.789      0.047     16.853      0.000 
    Q33$1             -1.241      0.056    -22.268      0.000 
    Q33$2             -0.889      0.048    -18.424      0.000 
    Q33$3             -0.538      0.044    -12.237      0.000 
    Q33$4             -0.028      0.042     -0.665      0.506 
    Q33$5              0.791      0.047     16.899      0.000 
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    Q40$1             -1.516      0.065    -23.299      0.000 
    Q40$2             -1.155      0.054    -21.464      0.000 
    Q40$3             -0.862      0.048    -17.928      0.000 
    Q40$4             -0.156      0.042     -3.709      0.000 
    Q40$5              0.753      0.047     16.192      0.000 
    Q41$1             -1.357      0.059    -22.814      0.000 
    Q41$2             -1.046      0.051    -20.331      0.000 
    Q41$3             -0.770      0.047    -16.460      0.000 
    Q41$4             -0.069      0.042     -1.640      0.101 
    Q41$5              0.711      0.046     15.448      0.000 
    Q43$1             -1.403      0.061    -23.039      0.000 
    Q43$2             -1.048      0.051    -20.389      0.000 
    Q43$3             -0.678      0.046    -14.881      0.000 
    Q43$4              0.014      0.042      0.334      0.738 
    Q43$5              0.831      0.048     17.460      0.000 
    Q30$1             -1.025      0.051    -20.216      0.000 
    Q30$2             -0.432      0.043    -10.011      0.000 
    Q30$3              0.078      0.042      1.862      0.063 
    Q30$4              0.710      0.046     15.519      0.000 
    Q30$5              1.766      0.076     23.094      0.000 
    Q32$1             -0.858      0.048    -17.964      0.000 
    Q32$2             -0.317      0.042     -7.467      0.000 
    Q32$3              0.194      0.042      4.618      0.000 
    Q32$4              0.878      0.048     18.265      0.000 
    Q32$5              1.728      0.074     23.233      0.000 
    Q36$1             -1.005      0.050    -19.953      0.000 
    Q36$2             -0.361      0.043     -8.439      0.000 
    Q36$3              0.142      0.042      3.395      0.001 
    Q36$4              1.067      0.052     20.667      0.000 
    Q36$5              2.078      0.098     21.130      0.000 
    Q47$1             -0.718      0.046    -15.638      0.000 
    Q47$2             -0.096      0.042     -2.298      0.022 
    Q47$3              0.345      0.043      8.079      0.000 
    Q47$4              1.056      0.051     20.541      0.000 
    Q47$5              1.865      0.083     22.604      0.000 
    Q48$1             -0.887      0.048    -18.360      0.000 
    Q48$2             -0.348      0.043     -8.145      0.000 
    Q48$3              0.093      0.042      2.232      0.026 
    Q48$4              0.879      0.048     18.240      0.000 
    Q48$5              1.820      0.080     22.832      0.000 
    Q50$1             -0.330      0.042     -7.760      0.000 
    Q50$2              0.249      0.042      5.908      0.000 
    Q50$3              0.785      0.047     16.820      0.000 
    Q50$4              1.455      0.062     23.328      0.000 
    Q50$5              2.373      0.130     18.248      0.000 
 
 Variances 
    PM                 1.000      0.000    999.000    999.000 
    WLB                1.000      0.000    999.000    999.000 
    TC                 1.000      0.000    999.000    999.000 
    MS                 1.000      0.000    999.000    999.000 








    Observed                                        Two-Tailed   Residual 
    Variable        Estimate       S.E.  Est./S.E.    P-Value    Variance 
 
    Q7                 0.414      0.032     12.910      0.000      0.586 
    Q8                 0.619      0.033     18.926      0.000      0.381 
    Q10                0.770      0.026     30.156      0.000      0.230 
    Q12                0.663      0.026     25.737      0.000      0.337 
    Q11                0.488      0.027     17.812      0.000      0.512 
    Q13                0.706      0.022     31.529      0.000      0.294 
    Q15                0.650      0.023     28.434      0.000      0.350 
    Q17                0.843      0.018     46.579      0.000      0.157 
    Q14                0.601      0.027     22.045      0.000      0.399 
    Q18                0.650      0.027     23.810      0.000      0.350 
    Q23                0.664      0.028     23.749      0.000      0.336 
    Q27                0.595      0.027     22.055      0.000      0.405 
    Q31                0.769      0.017     45.030      0.000      0.231 
    Q33                0.717      0.020     36.413      0.000      0.283 
    Q40                0.791      0.018     44.296      0.000      0.209 
    Q41                0.777      0.017     46.692      0.000      0.223 
    Q43                0.719      0.019     37.155      0.000      0.281 
    Q30                0.783      0.016     49.632      0.000      0.217 
    Q32                0.617      0.023     26.686      0.000      0.383 
    Q36                0.647      0.023     28.528      0.000      0.353 
    Q47                0.689      0.020     33.910      0.000      0.311 
    Q48                0.852      0.015     57.932      0.000      0.148 




           Residuals for Covariances/Correlations/Residual Correlations 
              Q7            Q8            Q10           Q12           Q11 
              ________      ________      ________      ________      ________ 
 Q7 
 Q8             0.174 
 Q10           -0.104        -0.161 
 Q12           -0.090        -0.082         0.044 
 Q11           -0.083        -0.121         0.033        -0.160 
 Q13           -0.056        -0.131         0.089        -0.053        -0.025 
 Q15            0.057        -0.015         0.224         0.103        -0.022 
 Q17           -0.029        -0.107         0.180         0.019        -0.004 
 Q14            0.023         0.136        -0.006         0.025        -0.127 
 Q18            0.063         0.082         0.024         0.018        -0.094 
 Q23           -0.036         0.001        -0.083        -0.090         0.000 
 Q27           -0.034        -0.021        -0.108        -0.108         0.057 
 Q31           -0.003         0.034         0.003        -0.026        -0.042 
 Q33           -0.040         0.010         0.039        -0.039        -0.030 
 Q40            0.033         0.040        -0.007        -0.010        -0.121 
 Q41           -0.066        -0.038        -0.021        -0.079        -0.015 
 Q43            0.068         0.064         0.023        -0.010        -0.099 
 Q30           -0.029        -0.089         0.137         0.094        -0.052 
 Q32           -0.009        -0.033         0.092         0.079        -0.097 
 Q36           -0.097        -0.104         0.037        -0.003        -0.059 
 Q47           -0.146        -0.197        -0.035        -0.057         0.076 
 Q48           -0.106        -0.169         0.023        -0.027         0.023 





           Residuals for Covariances/Correlations/Residual Correlations 
              Q13           Q15           Q17           Q14           Q18 
              ________      ________      ________      ________      ________ 
 Q15            0.009 
 Q17           -0.002         0.014 
 Q14           -0.152        -0.060        -0.097 
 Q18           -0.091         0.000        -0.066         0.033 
 Q23            0.074         0.158         0.089        -0.054        -0.127 
 Q27            0.062         0.181         0.098         0.018        -0.023 
 Q31           -0.037         0.106        -0.031        -0.007         0.004 
 Q33           -0.036         0.102        -0.012         0.034         0.023 
 Q40           -0.099         0.083        -0.060        -0.028        -0.027 
 Q41            0.022         0.171         0.059        -0.041        -0.065 
 Q43           -0.061         0.095        -0.031        -0.017         0.004 
 Q30           -0.036         0.089        -0.025        -0.001         0.058 
 Q32           -0.104         0.034        -0.070         0.017         0.094 
 Q36           -0.052         0.031        -0.072        -0.002         0.036 
 Q47            0.021         0.197         0.031        -0.156        -0.044 
 Q48           -0.036         0.129         0.005        -0.111        -0.043 
 Q50           -0.078         0.059        -0.083        -0.054         0.024 
 
 
           Residuals for Covariances/Correlations/Residual Correlations 
              Q23           Q27           Q31           Q33           Q40 
              ________      ________      ________      ________      ________ 
 Q27            0.083 
 Q31            0.022        -0.007 
 Q33            0.015        -0.002         0.012 
 Q40            0.029        -0.041        -0.020        -0.019 
 Q41            0.043        -0.022        -0.021        -0.002         0.026 
 Q43            0.030        -0.006         0.007        -0.051         0.009 
 Q30            0.065         0.045         0.042         0.042        -0.005 
 Q32            0.065         0.044         0.064         0.028         0.024 
 Q36            0.038         0.003         0.059         0.078         0.033 
 Q47           -0.043        -0.020        -0.055        -0.059        -0.049 
 Q48           -0.029        -0.027        -0.030        -0.011        -0.026 
 Q50           -0.028        -0.024         0.010         0.020        -0.015 
 
 
           Residuals for Covariances/Correlations/Residual Correlations 
              Q41           Q43           Q30           Q32           Q36 
              ________      ________      ________      ________      ________ 
 Q43            0.016 
 Q30            0.000        -0.012 
 Q32           -0.003         0.012         0.023 
 Q36            0.027        -0.011         0.006        -0.017 
 Q47           -0.032        -0.067        -0.075        -0.071        -0.049 
 Q48           -0.011        -0.039        -0.041        -0.064        -0.014 
 Q50           -0.020        -0.049        -0.006        -0.012         0.029 
 
 
           Residuals for Covariances/Correlations/Residual Correlations 
              Q47           Q48           Q50 
              ________      ________      ________ 
 Q48            0.077 






MODEL MODIFICATION INDICES 
 
NOTE:  Modification indices for direct effects of observed dependent variables 
regressed on covariates and residual covariances among observed dependent 
variables may not be included.  To include these, request MODINDICES (ALL). 
 
Minimum M.I. value for printing the modification index     3.840 
 




PM       BY Q11                   64.709    -0.186     -0.120       -0.120 
PM       BY Q13                   38.644    -0.154     -0.099       -0.099 
PM       BY Q15                  218.147     0.355      0.228        0.228 
PM       BY Q14                   24.561     0.248      0.160        0.160 
PM       BY Q18                   52.935     0.361      0.232        0.232 
PM       BY Q23                   29.529    -0.282     -0.182       -0.182 
PM       BY Q27                   55.959    -0.393     -0.253       -0.253 
PM       BY Q41                   29.170    -0.192     -0.123       -0.123 
PM       BY Q30                   50.677     0.273      0.176        0.176 
PM       BY Q32                   56.096     0.293      0.188        0.188 
PM       BY Q47                  119.361    -0.444     -0.286       -0.286 
PM       BY Q48                   39.876    -0.251     -0.162       -0.162 
WLB      BY Q7                    15.900    -0.122     -0.085       -0.085 
WLB      BY Q8                    79.655    -0.274     -0.191       -0.191 
WLB      BY Q10                  160.372     0.408      0.285        0.285 
WLB      BY Q14                   91.492    -0.286     -0.200       -0.200 
WLB      BY Q18                   27.995    -0.157     -0.110       -0.110 
WLB      BY Q23                   57.512     0.235      0.164        0.164 
WLB      BY Q27                   59.725     0.240      0.168        0.168 
WLB      BY Q40                   10.768    -0.096     -0.067       -0.067 
WLB      BY Q41                   28.934     0.157      0.110        0.110 
WLB      BY Q43                    7.366    -0.078     -0.054       -0.054 
WLB      BY Q30                   12.849    -0.103     -0.072       -0.072 
WLB      BY Q32                   35.300    -0.167     -0.117       -0.117 
WLB      BY Q47                   75.570     0.247      0.172        0.172 
WLB      BY Q48                   18.637     0.124      0.087        0.087 
WLB      BY Q50                    5.711    -0.070     -0.049       -0.049 
TC       BY Q8                    11.603     0.141      0.109        0.109 
TC       BY Q12                   18.732    -0.186     -0.144       -0.144 
TC       BY Q11                   60.154    -0.138     -0.107       -0.107 
TC       BY Q13                   36.435    -0.115     -0.089       -0.089 
TC       BY Q15                  207.374     0.264      0.205        0.205 
TC       BY Q33                    3.944     0.090      0.070        0.070 
TC       BY Q41                   17.217    -0.194     -0.151       -0.151 
TC       BY Q30                   40.909     0.185      0.144        0.144 
TC       BY Q32                   55.618     0.220      0.171        0.171 
TC       BY Q36                   11.444     0.099      0.077        0.077 
TC       BY Q47                   97.739    -0.301     -0.233       -0.233 
TC       BY Q48                   43.775    -0.198     -0.154       -0.154 
MS       BY Q7                     6.488    -0.068     -0.059       -0.059 
MS       BY Q10                   30.992     0.161      0.141        0.141 
MS       BY Q12                   11.442    -0.094     -0.082       -0.082 
MS       BY Q11                   56.741    -0.114     -0.100       -0.100 
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MS       BY Q13                   36.389    -0.098     -0.086       -0.086 
MS       BY Q15                  214.245     0.229      0.201        0.201 
MS       BY Q14                   23.108    -0.216     -0.190       -0.190 
MS       BY Q23                   37.778     0.275      0.241        0.241 
MS       BY Q30                   16.775     0.106      0.093        0.093 
MS       BY Q32                   27.553     0.138      0.121        0.121 
MS       BY Q36                   18.379     0.109      0.096        0.096 
MS       BY Q47                   57.771    -0.205     -0.180       -0.180 
MS       BY Q48                   22.983    -0.127     -0.111       -0.111 
OVS      BY Q7                    46.033    -0.206     -0.182       -0.182 
OVS      BY Q8                   104.767    -0.321     -0.284       -0.284 
OVS      BY Q10                  175.152     0.415      0.368        0.368 
OVS      BY Q11                   47.784    -0.103     -0.091       -0.091 
OVS      BY Q13                   38.877    -0.100     -0.088       -0.088 
OVS      BY Q15                  212.910     0.225      0.199        0.199 
OVS      BY Q17                    4.207    -0.034     -0.030       -0.030 
OVS      BY Q14                   28.553    -0.160     -0.142       -0.142 
OVS      BY Q18                    9.162     0.089      0.079        0.079 
OVS      BY Q23                    6.962     0.079      0.070        0.070 
OVS      BY Q31                    3.883     0.052      0.046        0.046 





















Cognitive Pilot Paired Comparisons Items Response Sheet One 
 
Please read the following seven items and describe what that item means to 
you. This study is about your interpretation of the items, so that I can understand if they are 
the right terms to use in my final study. There are no right or wrong answers, I am interested 
in your views.  
1. Work life balance  
2. Meaningful work  
3. Staff training and development  
4. Team support and collaboration 
5. Organisational and supervisor support  
6. Involvement and transparency  
7. Respect, equity and recognition  
 
Paired Comparisons Items Response Sheet Two 
Please read the following seven descriptions of different work environments. In 
each case, I would like you to write down what you would title/name each description.There 
are no right or wrong answer, I am interested in hearing your interpretation of each 
description.  
1. A work environment where there is recognition of the need for balance between the 
demands of work, family and personal life. 
 
2. A work environment where employees value the job they are doing and feel proud of 
the work the organisation/ their team is trying to accomplish. Overall employees feel 
connected to their work. 
 
3. A work environment where employees receive encouragement and support in the 




4. A work environment where colleagues are supportive of each other and where 
employees’ within a team work/ cooperate to reach a common goal. Overall there are 
positive social relations within the team. 
 
5. A work environment where employees know that both their supervisor and 
organisation support them through challenges and change. Additionally, employees 
feel they can approach their supervisor for work related advice or support.  
 
6. A work environment that is characterised by trust, honesty, and 
inclusion/engagement. Employees are included in discussions about how their work is 
done and how important decisions are made. Additionally, leadership is honest and 
open about impending changes. 
 
7. A work environment where there is appropriate acknowledgement and appreciation of 
employees’ efforts in a fair and timely manner. Additionally, Leadership express 
appreciation to employees for hard work and achievement as a means of encouraging 


















Case V Formulae 
 
Calculation of (within respondent) Internal Consistency (K) 
 
K value formula: 
 




Where R = row sum (the number of times an item was selected as more salient that its 
comparison item), r = mean of R, N = number of items in set which then relates to the 













Calculation of Between Respondent Concordance (W) 
 











Rj = the rank sum of the jth individual 
 





m= number of respondents 






m= number of response sets 
N=Number of items 
W=concordance 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
